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ABSTRACT

The purpose of this study is to estimate the private consumption benefits derived
from the college football game experience and determine whether these benefits would
justify the utilization of public subsidies for construction projects of university sports
facilities. A systematic sampling strategy was used to collect email addresses from
individuals visiting Clemson, South Carolina to participate in the Clemson University
home football game experience. The study’s response rate was 56.9% with a sample size
of n=769. Results reveal South Carolina residents participating in the Clemson home
football game experience derive $168.80 per person per game in private consumption
benefits (i.e., consumer surplus). Multiplying the estimated private consumption benefits
derived by South Carolina residents by the total number of South Carolina residents that
visit Clemson, South Carolina to attend Clemson home football games, results in an
aggregate value of $75 million in private consumption benefits for the 2008 football
season.
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CHAPTER I
INTRODUCTION

Since 1990, Rappaport and Wilkerson (2001) report that state and local
governments have spent or intend to spend approximately $17 billion on new
construction or major renovation projects of professional sports facilities. With the
proliferation of public subsidies provided by governments to support the construction and
renovations of professional sports facilities, university athletic departments are emulating
their professional counterparts. For example, in 2005, the University of Minnesota
proposed to the State legislature the construction of a new football stadium on campus,
costing approximately $288 million (“Partners in Excellence,” 2008). The proposed
project funding will be shared by the State (55%) and by the University of Minnesota
(45%). In 2006, the Senate and House legislation approved the financing agreement
resulting in the State paying $10.3 million per year for 25 years. Similarly, in 2008, the
University of Washington petitioned the state government for $150 million dollars in
public money to be allocated for the renovation of Husky Stadium, the university’s
football stadium (Doughman, 2008). In 1999, Wake County, North Carolina taxpayers
paid 75% of the $140 million Raleigh Sports Arena home of the North Carolina State
Wolfpack basketball teams and the Carolina Hurricanes, a National Hockey League team
(“RBC Center History,” 2009).
The main justification given by political leaders for the utilization of public funds
on sports stadiums and arenas is the anticipated spur in economic development (Noll &
Zimbalist, 1997). Proponents of using public subsidies for construction and renovations

1

of sports facilities suggest the expenditures of individuals attending sport competitions at
the facilities are the impetus for job creation and an increase in personal income for local
residents (Siegfried & Zimbalist, 2000). The main economic tool utilized by political
leaders and sports franchise owners to justify the use of public subsidies is economic
impact analysis. Doshi, Schumacher, and Snyder (2001) state that event economic
impact “…estimates the net impact of money originating from outside the region and the
money that stays in the local economy. It represents the incremental spending above and
beyond what would be expected in the region if the event was not held” (p.2).
Although economic impact studies can provide valuable information to decision
makers, impact studies commissioned to defend sports stadium projects have received
much criticism (Rappaport & Wilkerson, 2001). Crompton (1995) asserts, “Too often,
the motives of those commissioning an economic impact analysis appear to lead to
adoption of procedures and underlying assumptions that bias the resultant analysis so the
numbers support their advocacy position” (p. 15). One of the most common mischievous
procedures employed to upwardly bias economic impact estimates is the inclusion of
local residents (Crompton, 2006). From a local perspective, only new money injected
into the local economy by non-local visitors should be included in the estimation of the
economic impact of a sport team or facility (Crompton, 2006). From a state perspective,
the expenditures of state residents should be excluded from the economic impact analysis
of a sport team or facility (Zhou, Yanagida, Chakravorty, & Leung, 1997). Expenditures
made by residents at sporting events does not contribute to the event’s economic impact
because these expenditures represent a reallocation of existing funds in the local economy
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from one sector to another (Crompton, 1999). Noll and Zimbalist (1997) suggest the
misuse of multipliers is another common procedure employed to overestimate the
economic impact of sports stadiums. In addition, Noll and Zimbalist (1997) argue that
economic impact analysis commission by supporters of public subsidies for sports
stadiums and facilities typically overestimate the team’s ability to attract tourists’
expenditures and to retain these expenditures in the local economy.
In response to these biased economic impact studies, several academic researchers
began measuring the economic impact of professional sports teams and facilities (Baade,
1996; Coates & Humphreys, 1999; Rappaport & Wilkerson, 2001; Seigfried & Zimbalist,
2002; Seigfried & Zimbalist, 2000). The consensus of academic researchers is
professional sports teams and facilities provide little to no impact on jobs and personal
income (Baade, 1996; Coates & Humphreys, 1999; Noll & Zimbalist, 1997; Rosentraub,
1994; Seigfried & Zimbalist, 2000; Waldon, 1997). Discussing these findings, Baade
(1996) notes “The overwhelming consensus of opinion in these studies is that the local
economic effect of a sport facility is between nonexistent and extremely modest” (p. 15).
Alexander, Kern, and Neill (2000) furthered this sentiment by stating “When economists
have investigated the net impact of sports teams on regional economies, they have found
that their contributions to an area’s net income and employment are negligible” (p. 322).
While academic researchers agree the justification for public subsidies based on
the economic impact argument is not convincing, these same researchers purport the
existence of other economic contributions which could be large enough to justify the
allocation of public funds on sports teams and facilities (Alexander et al., 2000; Baade,
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1996; Barget & Gouguet, 2007; Noll & Zimbalist, 1997; Rappaport & Wilkerson, 2001;
Siegfried & Zimbalist, 2002; Swindell & Rosentraub, 1998). Alexander et al. (2000)
indicate sports teams produce other economic contributions in the form of consumption
benefits. Two types of consumption benefits can be derived by individuals: public and
private. Public consumption benefits are associated with the public goods aspects of
sports. Zimmerman (1997, p. 121) suggests residents derive public consumption benefits
from the satisfaction “from living in a ‘big league’ town, from having another topic of
conversation that is common to most citizens, from reading about its [the team] successes
and failures in the newspaper,” aspects which exhibit both non-exclusion and non-rivalry.
Public consumption benefits can be derived by all individuals in the locality whether they
attend sport competitions or not. On the other hand, private consumption benefits are
only derived by individuals who attend sporting events, and are directly related to the
concept of consumer surplus (i.e., net willingness to pay) (Alexander et al., 2000).
Private consumption benefits arise when the cost an individual is willing to pay to attend
a sporting event is greater than the actual cost incurred by the individual. The amount of
money the individual is willing to pay above actual expenditures is a benefit or welfare
gain to the individual (i.e., consumer surplus).
In discussing the consumption benefits of sports teams, Noll and Zimbalist (1997)
state:
These benefits may be large enough to offset the subsidy, even if the team has no
net effect on local economic activity, although quantifying them is extremely
difficult. Most likely, these consumer benefits presumably are the real reason that
cities are willing to spend so much on attracting and keeping a team (p. 87).
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Several researchers agree that the consumption benefits, both private and public,
produced by sports teams are significant (Alexander et al., 2000; Barget & Gouguet,
2007; Irani, 1997; Siegfried & Zimbalist, 2002). However, Noll and Zimbalist (1997)
suggest the consumption benefits of sports teams is an area of research that has been
ignored. In addition, Mules and Dwyer (2005) indicate estimates of consumption
benefits of sports teams are rarely included in the cost benefit analysis of proposed sport
projects.
Estimating of the value of public consumption benefits is beginning to receive
attention in decisions regarding the allocation of public funds to sports teams and
facilities (Barget & Gouguet, 2007; Johnson, Mondello, & Whitehead, 2007; Johnson,
Groothuis, & Whitehead, 2001; Johnson & Whitehead, 2000). In this type of analysis,
researchers are concerned with estimating the value of the public goods generated by
sports teams. Participants in this type of study include residents that attend sporting
events and those that do not attend sporting events (Johnson et al., 2001). An average
value of the public consumption benefits derived by residents is multiplied by the
population in the locale to determine the net value of public consumption benefits.
Researchers compare this net value to the total costs of the proposed project in order to
determine whether public subsidies are justified.
Estimating the value of private consumption benefits has received far less
attention in the literature (Alexander et al., 2000). Walker and Mondello (2007) indicate
future research concerned with the evaluation of sports related activities should
investigate the use value (i.e., private consumption benefits) of these activities. In this
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type of analysis, researchers are interested in estimating the consumer surplus (i.e.,
private consumption benefits) derived by individuals that attend sport competitions
(Alexander et al., 2000). Participants in this type of study only include residents that
actually attend the sporting event (Barget & Gouguet, 2007; Alexander et al., 2000; Irani,
1997). An average value of private consumption benefits derived by residents is
multiplied by the number of residents that attend the sport competition to determine the
net value of private consumption benefits. This net value is compared to the cost of the
proposed project to evaluate whether the public subsidies are justified.
Barget and Gouguet (2007) propose the total economic value of a sport team or
sporting event includes an estimate of both private and public consumption benefits.
Since previous research indicates sport teams and facilities fail to provide a significant
economic impact on local regions (Baade, 1996; Coates & Humphreys, 1999; Noll &
Zimbalist, 1997; Rosentraub, 1994; Seigfried & Zimbalist, 2000; Waldon, 1997),
academic researchers purport the economic valuation of sport teams and facilities should
shift away from economic impact assessment and shift towards a cost benefit framework
(Barget & Gouguet, 2007; Mules & Dwyer, 2005; Siegfried & Zimbalist, 2002). In a
cost benefit framework, a monetary value of both private and public consumption
benefits of sporting events are necessary components (Barget & Gouguet, 2007;
Alexander et al., 2000). However, Mules and Dwyer (2005) indicate a dearth of research
focused on measuring these consumption benefits. Similarly, Carlsen, Getz, and Soutar
(2001) state “This is the area in need of most conceptual thought and development of new
measures that may be drawn from other disciplines such as economics” (p. 254).
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With this call for more research on consumption benefits of sport teams and
facilities, researchers began to implement techniques from the economics discipline, such
as the contingent valuation method (CVM), to estimate a monetary value for these
benefits. The few published studies attempting to estimate the value of these
consumption benefits focus on the public consumption benefits (Walker & Mondello,
2007); while far less attention is given to the measurement of private consumption
benefits (Walker & Mondello, 2007; Alexander et al., 2000; Irani, 1997). In addition, the
majority of this research on sports teams and facilities focuses on professional sports
teams. Comparatively, no research concentrates on the consumption benefits of college
athletics. With university athletic departments emulating their professional counterpart
by seeking public financing for construction and/or renovation projects of sports
facilities, an estimate of the private consumption benefits produced by college sports
teams seems relevant.
Justification for Study
State and local government officials are currently using the anticipated economic
impact of sports teams to justify the utilization of public subsidies to finance the
construction of stadiums and arenas. Academic researchers agree the economic impact
justification is unwarranted, and suggest a more appropriate criterion to evaluate policy
decisions regarding public financing of sports stadiums and arenas is the consumption
benefits generated by sports teams. Sports teams produce two types of consumption
benefits: private and public. Public consumption benefits are derived by all residents in
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the team’s locality, while private consumption benefits are only derived by residents
attending the sporting events.
Swindell and Rosentraub (1998) assert individuals that attend sport events derive
a higher level of consumption benefits than individuals that do not attend events. With
this evidence, Swindell and Rosentraub proposed the financial burden of sport facility
construction projects should be place on direct users of the facility following the benefit
principle. The benefit principle of taxation suggests “each taxpayer’s financial
contribution to the provision of a publicly provided service should be a function of the
benefits received from that service” (Zimmerman, 1997, p. 120). If government
decisions are based on the benefit principle of taxation, then decisions regarding the
public financing of sports stadiums and arenas should concentrate on the private
consumption benefits derived by residents. Basing decisions regarding the public
financing of sports stadiums and arenas on the private consumption benefits derived by
residents assigns more of the financial burden on direct users of the facilities. If the net
value of the private consumption benefits derived by residents attending sporting events
exceeds the costs of proposed construction projects, then the utilization of public funds to
support these projects would be justified.
Purpose of Study
The purpose of this research is to estimate the private consumption benefits
derived by individuals visiting Clemson, South Carolina to participate in the Clemson
University home football game experience. More specifically, the purpose of this study
is to determine whether the private consumption benefits derived by South Carolina
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residents visiting Clemson, South Carolina to participate in the Clemson University home
football game experience would justify the utilization of public subsidies to support the
construction and/or renovation of a university sport facility.
Objectives
The objectives of this study are:
1) to estimate the value of private consumption benefits derived by individuals
visiting Clemson, South Carolina to participate in the Clemson University home
football game experience;
2) to estimate the value of private consumption benefits derived by South Carolina
residents visiting Clemson, South Carolina to participate in the Clemson
University home football game experience; and
3) to estimate the aggregate value of private consumption benefits derived by South
Carolina residents visiting Clemson, South Carolina to participate in the Clemson
University home football game experience.
Definitions
Below is a list of terms and accompanying definitions that may be unfamiliar to
some readers.
Benefit principle of taxation – each taxpayer’s financial contribution to the provision of a
publicly provided service should be a function of the benefits received from that service
(Zimmerman, 1997, p. 120).
Consumer surplus – emerges when the cost a person is willing to pay for a good or
service is larger than the actual cost paid by the individual (Alexander et al., 2000).
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Contingent Valuation Method – a nonmarket valuation technique that utilizes
hypothetical situations to obtain an individual’s willingness to pay for a good or service
contingent upon the hypothetical situation becoming reality (Freeman, 2003).
Cost Benefit Analysis – a type of analysis where all costs and benefits of a proposed
project are assigned a monetary value in order to determine whether a proposed project
should be undertaken (if benefits are greater than costs) (Ng, 2004).
Cumulative distribution function – is a statistical distribution. It has the value, at each
possible outcome, of the probability of receiving that outcome or a lower one (Bishop &
Heberlein, 1979).
Economic choice theory – main postulate is consumers make choices to maximize their
utility (Page, 1968).
Economic Impact – estimates the net impact of money originating from outside the
region and the money that stays in the local economy (Doshi et al., 2001, p. 2).
Hypothetical bias – responses provided by individuals are biased due to the hypothetical
nature of the questions utilized in the contingent valuation method (Bateman & Willis,
1999).
Logistic Regression – regression analysis where the dependent variable is dichotomous or
comprised of ordered categories (Cohen et al., 2003).
Logit model – computes the probability of choosing an alternative as a function of the
attributes of all the alternatives available based on the logistic cumulative distribution
function (Cohen et al., 2003).
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Net willingness to pay – the difference between an individual’s willingness to pay and the
actual dollar amount spent on a good or service (Champ et al., 2003).
Non-use value – value of benefits from knowing a good or services exists but the
individual does not participate or use the good or service (Tietenberg, 2000).
Private consumption benefits – arise when the cost an individual is willing to pay to
attend a sporting event is greater than the actual cost incurred by the individual
(Alexander et al., 2000).
Probit model – computes the probability of choosing an alternative as a function of the
attributes of all the alternatives available based on the normal cumulative distribution
function (Cohen et al., 2003).
Public consumption benefits – are associated with the public goods aspects of sports.
Public consumption benefits are derived from the satisfaction of living in a ‘big league’
town, from having another topic of conversation that is common to most citizens, from
reading about its [the team] successes and failures in the newspaper (Zimmerman, 1997).
Public good – a good or service that demonstrates characteristics of nonrivalrous and
nonexcludability (Johnson et al., 2001).
Quasi-public good – a good or service which demonstrates characteristics of both private
and public goods (Chambers et al., 1998).
Spectators – Individuals that travel to Clemson, South Carolina to participate in the
Clemson University home football game experience. For this dissertation, spectators do
not have to enter the football stadium to watch the game.
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Travel Cost Method – is a reveal preference, nonmarket valuation method that utilizes a
respondent’s actual trip expenditures to estimate the economic benefits derive from using
a recreation site or opportunity (Loomis & Walsh, 1997).
Use value – value of benefits generated from direct use of recreation opportunities or
resources (Tietenberg, 2000).
Utility – is the magnitude of satisfaction or enjoyment an individual derives from owning
or using a good or service (or a collection of goods and services) (Spencer, 1980).
Utility Theory – considers an individual’s preferences in the selection and purchase
decision of a good or service, and the ability of that good or service to satisfy a want
(Fishburn, 1968).
Welfare economics – is a branch of economics that attempts to develop propositions
facilitating the ability to state that social welfare in one economic situation is better or
worse than in another (Ng, 2004).
Willingness to Pay – is the maximum sum of money an individual would be willing to
pay for a good or service (Champ et al, 2003).
Organization of the Dissertation
Chapter I presented an introduction to the economic impacts, private consumption
benefits, and public consumption benefits of sport teams and facilities. This chapter also
identified the importance of estimating the private consumption benefits of sport teams
and facilities. In addition, the justification, purpose, objectives, and key definitions were
provided.
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Chapter II is a conceptual discussion of sporting event assessment, consumption
benefits of sporting events, economic contributions of sporting events, and the theoretical
foundation for the study. The main purpose of this chapter is identifying and discussing
the importance of measuring the private consumption benefits of sport teams and
facilities.
Chapter III is a review of related literature. The chapter begins with an in-depth
discussion of the contingent valuation method and related methodological considerations
of the method. Published literature pertaining to contingent valuation studies in
recreation and sport is thoroughly examined. The few research studies examining the
private consumption benefits of sport teams and facilities are also presented.
Chapter IV discusses the research methods utilized in the study to estimate the
private consumption benefits derived from visiting Clemson, South Carolina to
participate in the home football game experience. The steps for conducting a contingent
valuation study are presented. The survey instrument is discussed. The analysis
procedures are presented and the research questions are stated.
Chapter V reports the results of the research study. The chapter presents the
descriptive findings of the total sample and the South Carolina resident sample.
Estimates of private consumptions benefits derived by all respondents and South Carolina
resident respondents are provided, as well as the aggregate value of private consumption
benefits derived by all South Carolina residents visiting Clemson for the home football
game experience is offered.
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Chapter VI concludes the dissertation by summarizing the study findings. The
implications of the study findings are discussed, and study limitations and future research
recommendations are provided.
Summary
This chapter introduced and defined economic impact, private consumption
benefits, and public consumption benefits. The chapter continued by discussing the
importance of measuring private and public consumption benefits and identified the
estimation of private consumption as an area of research which has been neglected. The
purpose of the study and key objectives were also introduced.
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CHAPTER II
CONCEPTUAL DEVELOPMENT

Introduction
The purpose of this chapter is to provide a conceptual discussion about sporting
event assessment, consumption benefits of sporting events, economic contributions of
sporting events, and the theoretical foundation for the contingent valuation method. The
chapter begins by defining special events and identifies the type of event under
investigation, a sporting event. The next part of the chapter discusses previous
assessments of sporting events as well as identifies the consumption benefits of sporting
events. After introducing the consumption benefits of sporting events, a model of the
economic contributions of sporting events is provided which describes the type of
contribution and the methods used to measure these benefits. The final section of the
chapter explains the theoretical foundation of the contingent valuation method which is
used to estimate the private consumption benefits of sporting events.
Special Events
The growth and proliferation of special events in modern societies is
extraordinary and undeniable. Communities of all sizes use special events to provide
activities for local residents, attract spending from outside visitors, and to enhance the
image of the area (Getz, 1993). Getz (1993) suggests special events satisfy leisure and
cultural pursuits of residents as well as produce economic and community development
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benefits. Considering the motivations of organizing special events, local officials use
these activities to provide benefits for local residents as well as non-local visitors.
Over the past 20 years defining events has been an on-going process. Metalka
(1986) defined an event as a “cultural, artistic, sporting, or other special or unique
activity that is organized to attract and be attended by the general public, free of charge or
for a fee” (p.37). Later, Getz (1991) provided an additional definition of an event as an
“affair; effect; happening or notable occurrence.”
In defining a more specialized segment of event management, Getz (1991) defines
special events as “a onetime or infrequently occurring event outside the normal program
or activities of the organizer; for consumers, leisure, social or cultural opportunity outside
the normal range of choice or beyond everyday experience” (p. 342). Another definition
of special events was propose by Goldblatt (1990) which suggests special events are
typically planned, always arouses expectations, and are usually motivated by a reason for
celebration. Goldblatt (1990) continues his definition of special events as “recognizing a
unique moment in time with ceremony and ritual to satisfy specific needs” (p. 2).
In the current research, the special event under investigation is a sporting event.
Previous research categorizes sporting events under the heading of events or special
events. Others suggest sporting events be classified as their own unique segment of the
tourism industry. Regardless of how a sporting event is classified, the primary impetus
for communities organizing this type of event is the anticipated economic and financial
benefits they provide to local communities (Bowdin, Allen, O’Toole, Harris, &
McDonnell, 2001).
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Sporting events are typically classified as hallmark (or mega) events or smallscale events (Higham, 1999). Hall (1989) defines hallmark events as “major fairs,
expositions, cultural, and sporting events of international status which are held on either a
regular or one time basis” (p. 263). Hallmark events are appealing because of the ability
of these events to position the host city as an international tourist destination and
facilitate tourist activity for years after the event (Hall, 1992). However, several
researchers suggest hallmark events have more negative consequences than positive
impacts (Orams & Brons, 1999; Ritchie, 1999; Hall & Hodges, 1996). Other researchers
indicate hallmark events result in substantial financial obligations for the host
communities (Whitson & Macintosh, 1993), potential corruption during the bid process
(Jennings, 1996), and often result in the displacement of local residents due to
infrastructure improvements (Hall & Hodges, 1996).
Higham (1999) defines small-scale sport events as “regular season sporting
competitions (ice hockey, basketball, soccer, rugby leagues), international sporting
fixtures, domestic competitions, Masters or disabled sports, and the like” (p. 87). As can
be seen from the definition, small-scale sport events may be competitions with small
local fan bases and/or competitions that attract national and international interest.
Higham (1999) indicates small-scale sport events may provide more positive impacts for
the host city compared to hallmark events because small-scale sport events typically
operate within existing infrastructure, necessitate minimal investments from government,
and result in manageable crowds and congestion. The disparity between hallmark and
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small-scale sport events is not limited to the size of the event, but also considers the
impact of the event on resources in the host city (Gibson, Willming, & Holdnak, 2003).
The majority of previous research on sporting events concentrates on mega or
hallmark events (Gibson et al., 2003). In contrast, several scholars indicate a dearth of
research focusing on small-scale sport events (Higham & Hinch, 2001; Irwin & Sandler,
1998; Daniels & Norman, 2003; Walo, Bull, & Breen, 1996). In the current research, the
sporting event under investigation is classified as a small-scale sport event, college
football games.
Sporting Event Assessment
Typically, sporting event assessment is concerned with the economic impact these
events provide for local communities. Doshi, Schumacker, and Snyder (2001) identify
the economic impact of special events as “the net impact of money originating from
outside the region and the money that stays in the local economy. It (money originating
from outside the region) represents the incremental spending above and beyond what
would be expected in the region if the event was not held” (p. 2). Discussing the
economic impact of sports facilities, Crompton (2004) states “Economic impact is
defined as the net economic change in a host community that results from spending
attributed to the sports facility” (p. 42).
The purpose of an economic impact analysis is to estimate the economic benefits
that accrue to a community (Crompton, 1995). Figure 2.1 illustrates the conceptual
framework presented by Crompton (1999) for conducting an economic impact analysis.
The illustration begins with local residents paying taxes to the local government. After
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the government receives these payments, they determine the appropriate leisure programs
or facilities in which to invest a portion of these public funds. Local communities
anticipate the new leisure programs or sport facilities will attract non-local visitors to the
area. These non-local visitors inject new money into the local economy through
expenditures on trip related activities and services. The new money injected into the
local economy by non-local visitors produces an increase in income and jobs for local
residents. An increase in income and jobs is the return on investment of the public funds
invested by local governments (Crompton, Lee, & Shuster, 2001).
Figure 2.1
Conceptual framework for conducting economic impact analyses. (Crompton, 1999)
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Public and private organizations commission economic impact analyses for a
variety of reasons. Administrators of state and regional tourism organizations utilize
economic impact studies to evaluate the impacts of the communities’ tourism resources
on income, jobs, and taxes. Economic impact studies educate legislators, economic
development officials, and the general public about the economic benefits generated by
tourism and other activities (Vaughan, Farr, & Slee, 2000). Findings from economic
impact studies assist governments and tourism developers in determining the feasibility
of different types of programs and facilities (Hudson, 2001). In addition, economic
impact analyses are an essential policy and planning tool utilized by private and public
organizations in the evaluation process of various programs and services (Fleming &
Toepper, 1990). Policy makers use the information provided by economic impact
analyses to justify public expenditures on specific programs or services.
Siegfried and Zimbalist (2000) indicate $21 billion will be spent on professional
sport stadiums or arenas with public subsidies contributing two-thirds of this amount.
The justification given by most government officials for the use of public expenditures to
finance the construction of sport facilities is hosting a major league franchise facilitates
economic development (Rappaport & Wilkerson, 2001). Government officials
commission private organizations to perform economic impact studies in order to
quantify how a sports team improves a variety of economic indicators, such as output,
personal income, jobs, and tax revenue. Typically, these private organizations provide
politicians with economic impact estimates that more than exceed the costs associated
with construction of new sport facilities (Siegfried & Zimbalist, 2000). However, the
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majority of academic research conducted on professional sport teams and facilities
suggest the significant economic development benefits purported by government officials
to justify public expenditures on these teams are not supported. Siegfried and Zimbalist
(2000, p. 103) state:
Few fields of empirical economic research offer virtual unanimity of findings.
Yet, independent work on the economic impact of stadiums and arenas has
uniformly found that there is no statistically significant positive correlation
between sports facility construction and economic development.
Although numerous researchers have concluded that the economic impact of
professional sports teams and facilities is minimal, many researchers insist sports teams
generate other economic benefits in addition to economic impacts, such as consumption
benefits (Barget & Gouguet, 2007; Siegfried & Zimbalist, 2002; Rappaport & Wilkerson,
2001; Alexander et al., 2000; Noll & Zimbalist, 1997). Noll and Zimbalist (1997, p. 87)
argue the consumption benefits generated by sports teams have been neglected, and:
These benefits may be large enough to offset the subsidy, even if the team has no
net effect on local economic activity, although quantifying them is extremely
difficult. Most likely, these consumer benefits are the real reason that local
politicians are willing to spend so much on attracting and keeping a team.
Consumption Benefits of Sport Teams
Sports facilities and teams produce a variety of benefits in addition to their ability
to create jobs and income. Noll and Zimbalist (1997) imply the cultural importance and
psychological benefits associated with professional sports teams surpasses its economic
significance as a business. Sports teams provide a topic of conversation, a source of civic
and/or community pride, and an increase in local unity (Johnson et al., 2001). The
existence of a sports team can benefit a community by enhancing the city’s image and
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improving the quality of life (Rappaport & Wilkerson, 2001). Residents can derive
utility (i.e., satisfaction and/or enjoyment) from a sports team without ever purchasing a
ticket, and these benefits exist regardless of the contribution the team or facility provides
to the local economy (Siegfried & Zimbalist, 2000).
Following a sports team produces utility for individuals that cannot be rivaled by
any other type of local business or enterprise (Euchner, 1993). Euchner (1993) presents
an analogy to demonstrate this unique characteristic of the professional sports industry:
It is hard to imagine Baltimoreans rooting for the Esskay meat company, a local
firm, over a rival cold-cuts firm like Oscar Meyer of Madison, Wisconsin. The
two firms do not carry the city’s name and do not confront each other as symbols
of their communities they way sports teams do (p. 13).
This type of benefit or utility derived by sport fans is categorized as consumption
benefits. Consumption benefits can by delineated into two categories: private and public.
Sport fans derive private consumption benefits from attending sporting events, and these
benefits are directly associated with the concept of consumer surplus (Alexander et al,
2000). Consumer surplus emerges when the cost a person is willing to pay in order to
attend a sporting event is larger than the actual cost paid by the individual. The
difference between these two prices is a benefit to the consumer (i.e., consumer surplus).
A net consumer surplus produced by a sports team signifies a welfare gain to society
(Irani, 1997).
Public consumption benefits are comprised of the intangible benefits related to
having a major league sports team in the locality. These benefits are associated with
following and cheering for the home team, regardless of whether the individual actually
attends games (Noll & Zimbalist, 1997). Sport fans accrue public consumption benefits
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by deriving utility from discussing the sports team with friends, watching games on
television, and/or reading about the team in the local newspaper or other publications. A
football fan in Clemson can derive substantial utility from the Clemson Tigers and refer
to the team as ‘his team’ without ever attending a game. Individuals who are not football
fans but regard the team as a positive contributor to the city’s image also derive benefits
from its existence.
Public consumption benefits are associated with the economic concepts of public
goods and positive externalities (Johnson & Whitehead, 2000). Sports teams can exhibit
characteristics fundamental in defining public goods. A public good creates benefits that
more than one person can enjoy without decreasing the utility of the user (i.e., nonrivalous), and these benefits are not easily restricted to individuals who pay for the good
or service (i.e., non-excludable) (Swindell & Rosentraub, 1998). Since residents can
derive benefit from a sports team without attending games, the team is alleged to produce
positive externalities. For example, sports fans watch television programs, read
newspapers, and listens to talk radio shows about their favorite team, and team owners
receive no compensation. In addition, individuals derive utility from conversations with
friends about their favorite team, and the team owners receive no compensation. Because
these externalities exist, the direct demand sports team experience does not convey the
total benefit of the team and facility to local residents and non-local visitors.
Economic Contributions of Sporting Events
When evaluating the appropriate level of public support given to a sport tourism
event, Mules and Dwyer (2005) suggest assessing all the economic contributions
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provided by the event, such as economic impacts, public consumption benefits, and
private consumption benefits. Figure 2.2 illustrates the economic contributions generated
by a sporting event.
The first type of economic contribution a sporting event provides is the
anticipated increase in jobs and income (i.e., economic impact). As previously
mentioned, economic impacts are produced by the injection of new money into the local
economy from non-local visitors. This type of economic contribution is typically
measured by researchers using an Input-Output model or Computable General
Equilibrium model (Dwyer, Forsyth, & Spurr, 2006).
The majority of research on the economic impact of sporting events is focused on
professional sports teams. Academic researchers unanimously agree that professional
sports teams generate minimal to zero economic impacts for the host community
(Siegfried & Zimbalist, 2000; Noll & Zimbalist, 1997; Baade, 1994). While numerous
economic impact analyses have been performed by academic researchers on professional
sports teams, assessment of the impact of college sports on local communities receives
scant attention (Gumprecht, 2003). The few empirical investigations conducted by
academic researchers suggest college football teams can produce a significant economic
impact.
In 1987, Erickson, Anderson, Guadagnolo, Godbey, and Graefe conducted an
economic impact analysis of the Penn State football season on the State College region.
The researchers state the total economic impact of the football season was approximately
$40 million. Ayers (1998) performed an economic impact study of the 1996-1997
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Figure 2.2
Economic contributions of a sporting event.
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Florida State football season on the Tallahassee metropolitan statistical area. The author
reported the total economic impact of the football season was approximately $56 million.
Another type of economic contribution produced by a sporting event is the public
consumption benefits. Public consumption benefits are derived by individuals when they
watch their favorite team on television, read about them in the newspaper, and/or discuss
the team with friends. This type of benefit also accrues to individuals from an increase in
civic pride and an enhanced city image (Johnson & Whitehead, 2000). Individuals derive
public consumption benefits regardless of whether they attend a sporting event or not.
Researchers suggest the contingent valuation method is an appropriate technique used in
the estimation of public consumption benefits (Barget & Gouguet, 2007; Gouget, 2002;
Johnson & Whitehead, 2000).
The only empirical investigation of public consumption benefits of college sports
was conducted by Johnson and Whitehead (2000). In this seminal work, the authors
utilized the contingent valuation method to analyze two construction projects proposed in
Fayette County, Kentucky: a new basketball arena for the University of Kentucky and a
minor league baseball stadium. The contingent valuation method scenario presented to
respondents implied the University of Kentucky basketball team would leave Rupp Arena
if the proposed stadium was not built. However, Johnson and Whitehead indicate the
participants in the study knew the UK basketball team would not move. The authors
suggest the low estimates for the basketball arena is due to the unbelievably of the CVM
scenario.
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The majority of research estimating the public consumption benefits of sporting
events is focused on professional sports teams (Catellanos & Sanchez, 2007; Johnson,
Mondello, & Whitehead, 2007; Andersson, Rustad, & Solberg, 2004; Johnson,
Groothuis, & Whitehead, 2001; Johnson & Whitehead, 2000). These studies suggest the
public consumption benefits derived by professional sports teams are significant, but in
isolation, fail to support the use of public funds to construct new stadiums.
The final type of economic contribution generated by a sporting event is private
consumption benefits. When individuals attend a sporting event, the amount a spectator
is willing to pay to attend the event above their actual trip expenditures is equivalent to
private consumption benefits (i.e., consumer surplus). Sports teams set ticket prices at a
level that extracts as much rent as possible from spectators. However, sport franchises
may not capture all the rent the sport consumer is willing to pay. Municipalities accrue
this uncaptured rent in the form of net consumer surplus, resulting in an increase to the
region’s welfare (Alexander et al., 2000). Barget and Gouguet (2007) imply the travel
cost and contingent valuation methods are appropriate techniques utilized to estimate
private consumption benefits derived by spectators attending sporting events.
To the author’s knowledge, no research has been preformed to estimate the
private consumption benefits derived by individuals attending college sporting events.
Irani (1997) states “The dollar value of the welfare gain generated by a stadium [or team]
is an important benefit left unexamined in the literature” (p. 241). Estimating the private
consumption benefits generated by sports teams and facilities is a vital piece of
information required in the evaluation process of competing programs (Irani, 1997).
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Barget and Gouguet (2007) imply an estimate of private consumption benefits is a
necessary component in determining the total economic value of a sporting event.
Similarly, Mules and Dwyer (2005) suggest researchers conducting a cost benefit
analysis of a sports project should include an estimate of consumer surplus derived by
local residents attending the sporting event (i.e., private consumption benefits).
Swindell and Rosentraub (1998) conducted a study of residents in the
Indianapolis metropolitan area to determine who benefits from the presence of
professional sports teams. An additional purpose was to provide alternative funding
strategies that local governments could consider when deciding the amount of public
funds to invest in sport stadiums and facilities. Results suggest individuals that attend
sporting events derive a larger amount of benefits (i.e., consumer surplus) than
individuals who do not attend events. Combining these results with the existing evidence
that sport teams and facilities provide minimal economic impact to host regions, Swindell
and Rosentraub (1998) state “one would expect financing plans for facilities to place the
burden of costs on direct users following the benefit principle” (p. 17). The benefit
principle of taxation proposes “each taxpayer’s financial contribution to the provision of
a publicly provided service should be a function of the benefits received from that
service” (Zimmerman, 1997, p. 120). Furthermore, Zimmerman notes “The benefit
principle is particularly appropriate guideline to follow when most of the benefits
accruing to the dominant political coalition are consumed privately rather than
collectively, as is likely to be the case for professional sports [and ‘big time’ college
sports]” (p. 120). If governments adhere to the benefit principle, then private
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consumption benefits derived by residents attending sporting events should be
emphasized in decisions to allocate public funds for sports stadiums and arenas.
Estimating the private consumption benefits generated by a sports team or facility
provides decision makers with a dollar value for benefits individuals derive while
attending games. If decision makers agree that individuals who attend sporting events
should bear more of the financial responsibility, then reliable measurements of private
consumption benefit are required in order to determine the appropriate allocation of
public funds. If the net consumer surplus (i.e., private consumption benefits) derived by
residents attending games exceeds the costs of the project, the utilization of public funds
to support a construction and/or renovation project of a sport facility would be justified.
In the past, researchers have focused on economic impacts and public
consumption benefits while neglecting the measurement of private consumption benefits.
Private consumption benefits provide a valuable piece of information ignored in past
investigations of the economic contributions of sporting events. Estimating the private
consumption benefits derived by spectators attending college football games provides
important information decision-makers can use in decisions regarding the allocation of
public funds and future pricing decisions.
Theoretical Foundation
The goal of this study is to estimate the economic benefits derived by individuals
visiting Clemson, South Carolina to participate in the Clemson University home football
game experience. The theoretical foundation for this study is based on the underlying
assumptions of utility theory, economic choice theory, and the preferences and economic
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constraints that influence their decisions (Ward & Beal, 2000). Ward and Beal (2000)
state:
Any methodology not based on actual visitor preferences and the economic
constraints they confront usually generates nonsense numbers, which bear little
relationship to the real worth of the resource in terms of what the resource users
would be prepared to pay for it (p. 33).
Economic choice theory starts with the assumption that individuals have a set of
tastes and preferences, which directs their choices between an array of goods and services
for purchase (McFadden, 1986). Preferences and tastes may be comprised of random
components due to variations in attitudes, perceptions and other unmeasured factors
(Ward & Beal, 2000). In addition, demographic, economic, and social variables may also
influence an individual’s preferences.
A second assumption of economic choice theory is that individuals will always
choose more of a good than less (Quandt, 1970). This assumption is based on rationality
and not greed (Ward & Beal, 2000). When individuals receive more of a good than they
can consume, they can transfer some of the good to others, resulting in the giver
receiving additional benefits from the act of giving (Thaler, 1985).
A third assumption of economic choice theory implies an individual’s preferences
have transitive properties (Quandt, 1970). For example, if Andrew prefers watching
football games instead of baseball games, but prefers watching baseball games to
basketball games, then Andrew logically prefers watching football games to basketball
games.
The main postulate of economic choice theory is consumers make choices to
maximize their utility (Page, 1968). Utility is the magnitude of satisfaction or enjoyment
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an individual derives from owning or using a good or service (or a collection of goods
and services) (Spencer, 1980). Thousands of goods and services are available to
consumers for purchase, and consumers must decide which type of good and the quantity
of each good to purchase for use. The main motivation behind this decision is the desire
to achieve the greatest possible satisfaction (i.e., utility), while adhering to monetary and
time constraints (Page, 1968).
Utility theory considers an individual’s preferences in the selection and purchase
decision of a good or service, and the ability of that good or service to satisfy a want
(Fishburn, 1968). Utility is the satisfaction an individual derives from consuming a good
or utilizing a service. A concept directly related to utility theory is consumer surplus, and
consumer surplus is used to estimate a monetary value of utility derived from the
utilization of a good or service (Spencer, 1980). Consumer surplus is the difference
between the maximum amount an individual is willing to pay for the quantity of a
purchased good or service and the price actually paid for the good or service (Navrud &
Ready, 2002). Alfred Marshall (1920) explained consumer surplus in the following
manner:
[The individual] derives from a purchase a surplus of satisfaction. The excess of
the price which he would be willing to pay rather than go without the thing, over
that which he actually does pay is the economic measure of this surplus of
satisfaction. It may be called consumer’s surplus (p. 124).
Consumer surplus may be estimated using a variety of techniques, such as the
travel cost method and/or the contingent valuation method (Freeman, 2003). The travel
cost method (TCM) is a non-market valuation technique frequently employed to estimate
the economic benefits derived by individuals participating in outdoor recreation (Carson,
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Flores, Martin, & Wright, 1996). TCM is a revealed preference method used to estimate
the use value of a recreation site since respondent’s actual trip expenditures are utilized in
the analysis to derive a demand curve for estimating benefits (Loomis & Walsh, 1997).
In order to determine consumer surplus (i.e., economic benefits) derived from a
recreation site, the area between the demand curve and the price for various users of the
site are summed (Fix & Loomis, 1998).
Contingent valuation methods (CVM) utilize hypothetical situations to obtain an
answer contingent upon the hypothetical situation becoming reality (Freeman, 2003).
Many CVM studies utilize questions asking respondent’s their willingness to pay (WTP)
for the hypothetical situation to become true. The contingent valuation method is more
flexible than the travel cost method because researchers can estimate use, non-use, and
option values (Alberini & Kahn, 2006). Use values measure the benefits generated from
direct use of the resources, non-use values measure the benefits from knowing the
services exist, and option values indicate the value of benefits received in the future from
future use of the resources (Tietenberg, 2000). For this study, the contingent valuation
method will be employed to estimate consumer surplus (i.e., private consumption
benefits) derived by individuals on a recreation trip to Clemson, South Carolina to
participate in the Clemson University home football game experience.
When individuals respond to contingent valuation questions, it is assumed their
responses are based on the value (i.e., consumer surplus) respondents place on the policy
or program. Alberini and Kahn (2006) provide the following theoretical explanation for
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defining willingness to pay (i.e., consumer surplus). Consider a household utility
function:
U(x,q),

(1)

where x is a vector of consumed goods, and q is a vector of pure and quasi-public goods.
Utility is increasing in x and q. Maximizing utility is subject to the income constraint:
y = p’x,

(2)

which produces the indirect utility function:
v(p,q,u),

(3)

where p is a vector of market prices. Minimizing expenditures, p’x, considering the
utility constraint (pre-policy level),
u = u(x,q),

(4)

yields the expenditure function, e(p,q,u). Evaluating the expenditure function at the prepolicy indirect utility is equivalent to income,
y = e(p,q,v(p,q,y)).

(5)

When an adjustment to the vector of public goods is triggered by a government
policy or program, a consumer’s willingness to pay for the change is the difference in
expenditure functions. If the adjustment to the public good is an improvement, q’>q, the
willingness to pay for the improvement produces
WTP’ = e(p,q,u) – e(p,q’,u),

(6)

where WTP represents willingness to pay. Incorporating the indirect utility function into
Equation 6 produces the compensating surplus function which presents willingness to
pay as a function of observed variables
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WTP’ = y – e(p,q’,v(p,q,y)).

(7)

Assuming the expenditure level required to achieve the utility level with the improvement
is less than income, willingness to pay should be positive. The willingness to pay value
represented by the indirect utility function is
v(p,q,y) = v(p,q’,y – WTP’).

(8)

In this scenario, willingness to pay represents the monetary value in which the respondent
would be satisfied with either the status quo or the improvement.
Consider the following real world scenario as an example for the previous
explanation of the economic theory representing the foundation of CVM research.
Suppose Beth realizes a specific reference level of utility from her utilization of goods
and services, which include the goods generated by a local sport team. Assuming Beth is
rational, she will realize this reference level of utility by minimizing her expenditures.
Suppose the local sport team leaves her city. Beth’s utility will decrease below
her reference level because she will be unable to consume private and public goods
generated by the team. In order to return to her previous reference level, Beth will need
to spend more on other goods and services. For example, Beth normally spends $100 per
year on the local sport team, but she may need to spend $110 per year on other goods and
services to receive the same utility she realized from the sport team. The $10 difference
between the two spending levels is her annual willingness to pay for the local sport team
to remain in the city. Thus, annual willingness to pay is the disparity between the
expenditures required to realize the reference level of utility without the team and
expenditures required with the team
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Public Good, Private Good, or Quasi-Public Good?
The contingent valuation method was developed to estimate monetary values for
nonmarket goods and services, such as outdoor recreation (Boyle, 2003). Early
researchers were interested in measuring the indirect benefits generated from the
production and consumption of non-rival, non-excludable “public goods” (Johnson,
Groothuis, & Whitehead, 2001).
Are professional and “big time” college sports a public good? Not really.
Although an individual watching a sport competition in a stadium does not reduce
another individual’s enjoyment of the sport competition (i.e., non-rivalous), it is possible
to assign a price to this benefit by charging an admission fee and excluding those
individuals unwilling to pay for the game (i.e., excludability). However, professional and
“big time” college sport teams generate other types of economic benefits that spill over
and affect individuals who are not direct consumers (Johnson & Sack, 1996). Swindell
and Rosentraub (1998) state:
If spillover benefits exist and market efficiencies are to be encouraged, there is
clear justification for public activity to ensure that the benefits continue to be
produced. If sports…can be shown to have these spillover effects (direct
economic returns) or generate intangible benefits, then there is clear justification
for supporting team owners through public investments and the imposition of
taxes (p. 13).
Swindell and Rosentraub (1998) imply sport teams and facilities that produce positive
externalities demonstrate certain characteristics of public goods. As a result, professional
and “big time” college sport teams are not “pure” public goods but quasi-public goods,
which have both private and public good characteristics.
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In the current study, the good being valued is a trip to Clemson, South Carolina to
participate in the Clemson University home football game experience. Specifically, the
good being valued is the total experience of visiting Clemson for the purpose of
participating in the Clemson University home football game experience, which includes:
watching the sport competition, the tailgating experience, visiting friends and relatives at
other tailgating locations, walking around campus visiting nostalgic sites, watching the
“Tiger Walk,” strolling downtown Clemson before and after the game and frequenting
local establishments, and participating in activities related to the game day experience.
Thus, although entering the game and watching the sport competition resembles a private
good, all the other experiences involved with a visit to Clemson, South Carolina for a
Clemson University home football game has public good characteristics, non-rivalous
and non-excludability. Hence, the good being valued in this study is a quasi-public good.
Summary
This chapter offered a conceptual explanation of the consumption benefits
produced by sport teams and facilities, and discussed why private consumption benefits
should be measured. Economic choice theory and utility theory were also introduced.
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CHAPTER III
LITERATURE REVIEW

Introduction
The purpose of this chapter is to perform a review of published research
pertaining to the contingent valuation method and the estimation of private consumption
benefits. The first section of the chapter introduces the contingent valuation method.
The second section of the chapter discusses methodological considerations related to the
utilization of the contingent valuation method in benefit estimation. The third section of
the chapter is a presentation of research studies conducted using the contingent valuation
method in the areas of outdoor recreation and sport. The fourth section of the chapter is a
presentation of research studies that estimate the private consumption benefits of sport
teams and facilities. The final section of the chapter provides a summary of the chapter.
Contingent Valuation Method
The main objective of many contingent valuation studies is to acquire reliable
estimates of the economic benefits generated by a change in the provision of some public
good by utilizing a hypothetical situation (Mitchell & Carson, 1989). The purpose of
estimating these values is to provide agency leaders with important information utilized
in the evaluation process of policy and planning decisions. Decision-makers use this
information to solicit more resources from governments, deciding the most efficient
manner of resource allocation, and justifying resource allocation.
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Policy-makers in public agencies must consider the effect their decisions will
have on different segments of society and decide whether the new policies will provide
an increase or decrease in their overall utility. This type of consideration has its
foundation in the theory of welfare economics. Welfare economics is a branch of
economics that attempts to develop propositions facilitating the ability to state that social
welfare in one economic situation is better or worse than in another (Ng, 2004). Here
social welfare is defined as an individual’s well-being or happiness, and the social
welfare of society would be the sum of all members’ social welfare utilities (Mitchell &
Carson, 1989). In short, welfare economics tries to determine which policies will have
the greatest good for the largest number of people.
In order to determine which policies to implement in welfare economics,
decision-makers utilize the pareto-improving principle, which states that a policy change
that makes at least one person better without making anyone worse off is acceptable (Ng,
2004). Utilizing this principle in benefit cost analyses (the applied side of welfare
economics) requires an estimated dollar value for the gain or loss of the affected
individuals due to a change in the level of provision of a public good (Mitchell & Carson,
1989). The estimated dollar values allow the net gains or lose of the policy change to be
calculated and utilized in determining whether the change is potentially paretoimproving.
The contingent valuation method (CVM) is typically utilized in estimating the
monetary value of non-market resources and/or impacts of a project or policy in benefitcost analyses (Alberini & Kahn, 2006). CVM is a stated preference valuation method
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that solicits a respondent’s willingness to pay (WTP) or willingness to accept (WTA),
and is utilized in estimating non-market benefits (Freeman, 1995). Measuring WTP
utilizing contingent valuation models, researchers can estimate use, non-use, and option
values. Use values measure the benefits generated from direct use of the resources, nonuse values measure the benefits from knowing the services exist, and option values
indicate the value of benefits received in the future from future use of the resources
(Tietenberg, 2000). CVM is considered a stated preference method because individuals
express how they would behave given a specific hypothetical situation, contingent upon it
becoming reality.
Researchers such as Johnson, Groothuis and Whitehead (2001) have stated that
CVM has been widely utilized in the estimation of the economic value of recreation and
environmental resources. Davis (1963) conducted the first contingent valuation study to
estimate the value of big game hunting in Maine. Several years later, Hammack and
Brown (1974) utilized CVM to estimate the value of waterfowl hunting. At the time,
development of this new technique (CVM) provided a way for researchers to estimate
values when markets did not exist, filling a substantial void.
Arguably, the most substantial contribution to the contingent valuation literature
was provided by Mitchell and Carson (1989). This seminal work on the technique of
CVM provided researchers with detail recommendations for designing a contingent
valuation study. Mitchell and Carson (1989) suggest the results produced by this method
are reliable if the researcher follows their design recommendations which include: a
detailed description of the good(s) being valued and the hypothetical circumstance under
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which it is made available to the respondent, questions that elicit the respondents’
willingness to pay for the good(s) being valued, and questions about the respondents’
characteristics , their preferences relevant to the good(s) being valued, and their use of the
good(s). Additionally, Mitchell and Carson (1989: p.2) stated “...contingent valuation
represents the most promising approach yet developed for determining the public’s
willingness to pay for public goods.” Mitchell and Carson (1989) purport the validity of
contingent valuation studies should be judged by the design of the study. Other studies
utilizing CVM in estimating the value of recreation indicate the results provided by this
method are both reliable, valid, and creditable (Huhtala, 2004; Champ, Boyle & Brown,
2003; Johnson et al., 2001; Fix & Loomis, 1998).
Contingent Valuation – Methodological Considerations
Employing the contingent valuation method to estimate the economic value
individuals derive from participating in the Clemson University home football game
experience requires the collection of primary data. However, several methodological
considerations must be addressed before the value can be estimated.
Willingness to Pay vs. Willingness to Accept
Prior to estimating the value of a good, researchers must first determine the
meaning of the word “value.” Following a neoclassical economic perspective, Navrud
and Ready (2002) state
…the “value” of a good is defined as either (1) the amount of money the potential
consumer would be willing to pay to get the good (willingness to pay, WTP), or
(2) the amount of money the owner of the good would have to be paid in order to
induce him or her to part with it (willingness to accept, WTA) (p. 10).
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When estimating the economic benefits derived by individuals from a recreation
opportunity, Loomis and Walsh (1997) suggest the preferred technique is asking
respondents their WTP for the opportunity, instead of querying respondents about their
WTA a decrease in the recreation opportunity. Furthermore, Bateman and Willis (1999)
indicate existing federal guidelines for conducting contingent valuation studies
recommends soliciting the maximum willingness to pay value compared to the minimum
willingness to accept compensation for a reduction in recreation opportunities. The main
justification for measuring WTP instead of WTA is a large body of published studies
reveals willingness to accept values are much larger than willingness to pay estimates
(Alberini & Kahn, 2006).
In the current study, the “good” being valued is a recreation opportunity (i.e.,
visiting Clemson, South Carolina for a Clemson University home football game). Based
on the recommendations in the previous paragraph, respondent’s willingness to pay for
the Clemson University home football game experience will be estimated.
Method of Payment
The method of payment (or payment vehicle) selected for the contingent valuation
question may increase the likelihood of honest evaluations by respondents (Loomis &
Walsh, 1997). Boyle (2003) notes “…the choice of payment vehicle requires balancing
realism against payment vehicle rejection. That is, as realism increases, the likelihood
that the payment vehicle will engender responses that protest the vehicle may also
increase” (p. 129). For example, consider a contingent valuation question concerning a
particular recreation opportunity which employes higher taxes as the payment vehicle. A
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respondent may place a high value on the particular recreation opportunity, but rejects the
valuation exercise because of his/her resistance towards higher taxes.
A plethora of payment vehicles have been utilized in contingent valuation studies,
such as entrance fees, license fees, user fees, utility bills, charitable donations, taxes, and
increased trip costs (Mitchell & Carson, 1989). When valuing resources or programs that
have modest use value, effective payment vehicles include charitable donations, increases
in utility bills, and taxes (Bateman & Willis, 1999). Loomis and Walsh (1997) indicate
the most common payment vehicle used in contingent valuation studies to value a
recreation trip is an increased in trip costs. In this study, the contingent valuation
question utilized an increase in trip costs as the method of payment to value the economic
benefits derived by individuals participating in the Clemson University home football
game experience.
Contingent Valuation Question Format
Several different contingent valuation question formats can be employed by
researchers to elicit an individual’s willingness to pay for a recreation opportunity or
resource. Contingent valuation question formats include open-ended format, payment
card, iterative bidding technique, and the dichotomous choice format (Haab &
McConnell, 2002). These elicitation methods vary in the type of response required from
the individual in order to estimate their willingness to pay.
The open-ended question format is the most direct technique used to elicit an
individual’s willingness to pay. In this type of format, the respondent is asked the largest
amount of money that they would be willing to pay for a specific recreation opportunity
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or resource (Mitchell & Carson, 1989). However, this type of question format is very
difficult for respondents to answer because the individual may not know their maximum
willingness to pay (Navrud & Ready, 2002). Loomis and Walsh (1997) suggest
individuals unfamiliar with the recreation activity or site may find it difficult to establish
a specific dollar figure that represents their maximum WTP. Conversely, Hoehn and
Randall (1987) indicate individuals may provide a dollar amount they would be willing to
pay, but this value may not represent their true maximum WTP.
Another contingent valuation question format is the payment card method which
asks respondents to choose, from an array of values, their maximum willingness to pay
(Alberini & Kahn, 2006). The payment card format was developed to address concerns
about the open-ended question format (Boyle, 2003). However, researchers purport that
the range and midpoint of monetary values on the payment card could affect a
respondent’s WTP (Loomis & Walsh, 1997).
A third method is the iterative bidding technique. In this question format, the
respondent is presented with a description of the market and the recreation opportunity or
resource to be valued. Next, an interviewer solicits the respondent’s maximum
willingness to pay by asking the individual to respond yes or no to a series of dollar
amounts which increase incrementally (Bateman & Willis, 1999). The iterative bidding
question format is used infrequently because researchers are concerned about the
influence of the starting dollar value on final WTP responses, as well as interviewer bias
(Boyle, 2003).
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The final contingent valuation question format is the dichotomous choice method.
The dichotomous choice format is the most widely used technique to elicit individual’s
WTP for recreation opportunities or resources (Alberini & Kahn, 2006). In the
dichotomous choice format, respondents are asked to respond yes or no to a question
regarding their willingness to pay for a recreation opportunity or resource. Respondents
are presented a single dollar value, which varies across individuals. Although
dichotomous questions do not provide a direct estimate of WTP, data gathered on the
probabilities of individuals answering yes or no to proposed dollar values is utilized to
estimate the derived benefits (Bishop & Heberlein, 1979).
Researchers have identified several advantages of the dichotomous choice
question format. Lee and Han (2002) indicate the dichotomous format imitates the price
taking behavior individuals are accustomed to in the market. In this format, respondents
are offered a price for a recreation opportunity or resource and must decide whether to
“take it or leave it.” Hoehn and Randall (1987) purport dichotomous format questions
produce incentives that induce truth telling. Meaning, if an individual values the
recreation opportunity or resource less than the amount presented to the respondent, the
respondent has no incentive to say yes. In addition, Loomis and Walsh (1997) suggest
the dichotomous question format reduces the respondent’s ability to exaggerate their
WTP because the individual’s response is limited to the amount stated in the question.
The main disadvantage of the dichotomous choice format is the design of the
range of bid amounts presented to respondents (Boyle, 2003). Designing the range of bid
amounts requires the researcher decide on the range and increments of dollar amounts to
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offer, and how many individuals receive each bid amount. The range of bid amounts
selected must permit the researcher to sketch out a probability of paying curve for the
recreation opportunity or resource (Bateman & Willis, 1999). Thus, one bid amount must
be low enough that most respondents would say yes, and one bid amount should be large
enough that no individual would pay that amount for the recreation opportunity or
resource. Alberini and Kahn (2006) indicate concerns about the bid range can be reduced
by consulting a group of individuals familiar with the recreation opportunity and
resource, as well as conducting a pilot test of the contingent valuation question.
In the current study, a dichotomous choice format question is employed to
estimate the economic benefits derived by individuals participating in the Clemson
University home football game experience. The range of bid amounts used in the study
was determined by consulting a large group of individuals with various levels of
experience attending Clemson football games, as well as a pilot study of the survey
instrument.
Reliability and Validity of Contingent Valuation
A major issue with contingent valuation studies is many researchers and
practitioners are hesitant about making inferences from what people express they would
be willing to pay. At the core of this issue is the validity of the contingent valuation
method. Concerns about the validity of the contingent valuation method are focused on
whether the technique can accurately measure the value it is intended to estimate (Loomis
& Walsh, 1997). Carmines and Zeller (1979) identified three types of validity typically
evaluated: criterion, content, and convergent. Criterion validity evaluates estimates from
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the contingent valuation method to a measurement from an external source. For example,
Bishop and Heberlein (1979) performed an analysis which compared cash transactions to
contingent valuation estimates. Results from their analysis reveal estimates from the
contingent valuation method were similar to cash transactions. Content validity is
concerned with determining whether components in the design of the contingent
valuation survey and data analyses are in line with economic theory and established
practices. Convergent validity evaluates the whether estimates provided by the
contingent valuation method is similar to estimates provided by a different nonmarket
valuation technique. Bishop and Heberlein (1979) tested convergent validity of
contingent valuation estimates by comparing the travel cost method to the contingent
valuation method. Findings from their study reveal that estimates where similar, but
estimates from the contingent valuation method were lower than estimates from the travel
cost method.
Reliability of contingent valuation studies evaluates the ability of the method to
produce consistent estimates over time and space (Boyle, 2003). Assessing the reliability
of contingent valuation studies is usually evaluated with the test-retest method (Loomis,
1990). A review of the existing body of literature on the contingent valuation method
seems to espouse that estimates derived from this method are reliable (Boyle, 2003;
Chambers, Chambers, & Whitehead, 1998; Carson et al., 1997; Stevens, More, & Glass,
1994; Loomis, 1990; Reiling, Boyle, Phillips, & Anderson, 1990).
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Criticisms of Contingent Valuation Method
Although CVM is widely utilized in estimating the value of nonmarket goods and
services, the method is not without its critics. The main criticism of CVM is the
hypothetical nature of the technique. Anthony Scott (1965), an early critic of the
contingent valuation method, states “Ask a hypothetical question and you get a
hypothetical answer” (p. 37). The question is whether respondents will actually act in the
manner they say they will when faced with the situation. Navrud and Ready (2002)
provide two reasons why respondents might not act in the way they report in contingent
valuation studies. First, individuals in the study may be dishonest to the interviewer. For
example, a respondent may have a like or dislike for the good or service being valued,
and respond to the contingent valuation question in a manner that supports their position.
Second, respondents to the contingent valuation question may not devote the proper
amount of time considering his or her preferences. When individuals purchase a market
good, there is an obvious reason for individuals to ponder the consequences of the
purchase decision. However, in a contingent valuation study, there is not a negative
consequence to the respondent for neglecting to dedicate a sufficient amount of thought
to their decision (i.e., a mistake does not cost real money).
Bateman and Willis (1999) indicate much of the criticism about the hypothetical
bias of contingent valuation studies is focused on the measurement of non-use values.
They note “CV practitioners…have confidence that responses to hypothetical questions
will approximate behavior when money is actually exchanged” (p. 185). Empirical
applications evaluating the criterion validity of contingent valuation studies that estimate
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the use value of a good or service provide credibility to this confidence (Kealy, Dovidio,
& Rockel, 1988; Dickie, Fisher, & Gerking, 1987; Bishop, Heberlein, & Kealy, 1983;
Bishop & Heberlein, 1979). Therefore, the use of the CVM to estimate the use value of
goods and services receive far less criticism than those estimating the non-use value.
Another criticism of CVM is “social desirability bias” (Loomis, 1988). Social
desirability bias is when individuals answer “yes” to a bid price that is higher than their
true willingness to pay in order to please the interviewer or to seem genuinely concerned
about the particular phenomena. Similarly, some critics of CVM suggest that
respondents are likely to answer “yes” to bid amounts higher than their true values
(Boyle, 2003). This type of response will inflate the value of estimates because in reality
the individual would not pay the high bid amount. Respondents fail to consider the
phenomena in question and answer yes to any bid leading to false estimates.
Empirical Applications of Contingent Valuation Method
Although the contingent valuation method has been used extensively in the
valuation of outdoor recreation opportunities and resources (Johnson et al., 2001; Loomis
1988), its implementation in the estimation of economic benefits produced by sport teams
and facilities is sparse (Johnson & Whitehead, 2000). The employment of the contingent
valuation method in the sport’s domain focuses on the estimation of economic benefits
related to the public goods aspect (i.e., public consumption benefits or non-use values) of
sport teams and facilities (Johnson et al, 2007; Johnson et al., 2001; Johnson &
Whitehead, 2000). However, CVM has been utilized to estimate the use value (i.e.,
private consumption benefits) of various types of recreation opportunities.
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The contingent valuation method was developed in the early 1960s in order to
provide economic values for nonmarket goods and services (Boyle, 2003). The first
contingent valuation study was performed by Davis (1963) to evaluate the economic
benefits produced by big game hunting in Maine. Several years later, Hammack and
Brown (1974) utilized CVM to estimate the value of waterfowl hunting. These early
studies provided the foundation for the CVM and were the impetus for the technique
gaining recognition as an economic valuation tool for nonmarket goods and services
(Boyle, 2003).
McCollum, Gilbert, and Peterson (1990) utilized the contingent valuation method
to estimate the use value (i.e., private consumption benefits) of cross country skiing in
Vermont. The purpose of the study was to estimate cross country skiers’ willingness to
pay for a day trip skiing at various sites in Vermont. These researchers employed a
dichotomous choice contingent valuation technique which asked respondents whether
they would take the day trip if their costs increased by a proposed dollar amount. The
dollar amount presented to respondents ranged from $0 to $120. Findings from the study
reveal Vermont cross country skiers derive economic benefits that range from $7.34 to
$35.50. McCollum et al. (1990) indicate these values are similar to other studies
conducted on outdoor recreation activities.
In 1998, Fix and Loomis conducted a study to determine the economic benefits
derived by individuals mountain biking in Moab, Utah. The purpose of their study was to
estimate the economic value of a trip (i.e., private consumption benefits) to Moab, Utah,
for the purpose of mountain biking, and compare estimates derived by the travel cost
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method and contingent valuation method. The authors utilized a dichotomous choice
contingent valuation question to elicit a respondent’s willingness to pay for mountain
biking in Moab, Utah. Fix and Loomis report the economic value respondents place on
mountain biking in Moab, Utah using CVM is $235 per trip. The authors indicate the
estimates of benefits derived using the travel cost method and contingent valuation
method are not statistically different.
Lee and Han (2002) utilized the contingent valuation method to estimate the use
value of natural and/or cultural resources in five national parks in South Korea. These
researchers identify the use value of national parks as the consumer surplus benefits
received from actual recreational use. A dichotomous choice contingent valuation
technique was employed to estimate the economic benefits derived from users of the
national parks. Visitors to the five national parks derive economic benefits from the
recreational use of the parks that range from $4.80 to $14.30 per trip. Lee and Han
(2002) conclude by suggesting South Korean national parks generate significant use
values for visitors, which supports an increase in admission fees if the government
reduces funding for the parks.
Silberman and Andereck (2006) measured the economic use value Arizona
residents derived from off-highway vehicle recreation using the contingent valuation
method. The authors implemented an open-ended contingent valuation question format
to elicit respondents’ willingness to pay for off-highway vehicle recreation. Results from
the analysis reveal off-highway vehicle recreation produces economic benefits to users
that range from $54 to $96 per trip. Silberman and Andereck (2006) purport these
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economic values can be used by land managers in the policy evaluation process and cost
benefit analysis of various public land policies.
Oh, Ditton, and Stoll (2008) conducted a contingent valuation study to estimate
the economic benefits of recreational scuba diving in offshore marine waters. These
researchers were interested in estimating the use value individuals derive from
recreational scuba diving experiences at a natural and artificial reef. Oh et al. (2008)
employed a dichotomous choice contingent valuation technique to elicit respondents’
willingness to pay for a scuba diving trip to a natural reef and artificial reef. The pooled
model, which contains both natural and artificial divers, indicates scuba divers are willing
to pay $160 (i.e., use value) over their trip expenditures. For natural reef and artificial
reef divers, the estimated use value derive by respondents were $170.90 and $100.50,
respectively.
Montenegro, Huaquin, and Prieto (2009) utilized the contingent valuation method
to estimate the use value of historical heritage in central Valdivia, Chile. The researchers
identify one difficulty with the study was the dispersion of historical heritage sites in
Valdivia. However, Montenegro et al. (2009) indicate the historical heritage sites were in
close proximity to one another, and presented the contingent valuation scenario as a
walking tour of the historical sites. The authors used a dichotomous choice contingent
valuation question to elicit visitors’ willingness to pay for their continued use of the
historical heritage sites. Results reveal visitors derive $432 in economic benefits (i.e.,
use value) from a walking tour of historical heritage sites in Valdivia, Chile.
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Empirical Applications of Contingent Valuation Method in Sport Domain
The contingent valuation method has rarely been applied in the domain of sports
(Barros, 2006). The few empirical applications of CVM in the sport domain focus on the
assessment of the public goods aspects (i.e., public consumption benefits) of sport teams
and facilities. In their seminal research, Johnson and Whitehead (2000) employed the
contingent valuation method to assess the value of benefits produced by the public goods
characteristics of the University of Kentucky (UK) basketball team and a proposed minor
league baseball team. The impetus for their research was two proposals being presented
to Fayette County, Kentucky residents: a new basketball arena for the University of
Kentucky (UK) and a new minor league baseball stadium. These two projects furnished
an opportunity to evaluate various aspects of the public goods characteristics of sports. A
new basketball arena would provide the opportunity to evaluate an improvement in the
quality of an existing public good, and the new minor baseball stadium would allow for
the analysis of a public good previously not available to residents. Johnson and
Whitehead utilized a discrete choice contingent valuation question followed by a
payment card format to elicit respondents’ WTP. Results of their analysis revealed the
UK basketball arena quality improvements produced $1.92 in public goods benefits and
the minor league baseball stadium construction generated $0.62 in public good benefits
for Fayette County residents. Johnson and Whitehead (2000) determine the public
consumption benefits (i.e., public goods) derived by local residents was not sufficient to
justify the use of public subsidizes to construct the new stadiums. The authors imply
residents, who described themselves as University of Kentucky fans, had little reason to

52

support an investment in the new basketball arena because the team is “place bound by
nature.” The University of Kentucky (UK) basketball team will remain in Fayette
County, Kentucky regardless of whether or not the new arena is constructed.
In a subsequent study, Johnson, Groothuis, and Whitehead (2001) used the
contingent valuation method to estimate the public consumption benefits of a major
league sports teams. Johnson et al. (2001) estimated the value of public consumption
benefits generated by a National Hockey League team, the Pittsburgh Penguins. The
authors utilized a discrete choice contingent valuation question to elicit respondents’
WTP to keep the Pittsburgh Penguins in Pittsburgh. Analysis of the 226 completed
questionnaires reveals that Pittsburgh residents derived $4.08 per individual in public
consumption benefits per year. The authors suggest the Penguins do not create enough
public consumption benefits to justify complete public financing of a new arena.
In a more recent study, Johnson, Mondello, and Whitehead (2007) employed the
CVM to estimate the public consumption benefits of a National Football team, the
Jacksonville Jaguars, and a proposed National Basketball Association franchise. The
authors employed a dichotomous choice contingent valuation question followed by a
payment card method to estimate the value of public goods produced by each sport team.
Results from the analysis reveal the Jacksonville Jaguars generate $102 per household in
public consumption benefits annually. In addition, attracting a National Basketball
Association team to Jacksonville would produce $58 per household in public
consumption benefits annually. Johnson et al. (2007) indicate the public consumption
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benefits created by the Jacksonville Jaguars and the proposed National Basketball
Association team fall short of the costs required to construct new stadiums.
Andersson, Rustad, and Solberg (2004) utilized the contingent valuation method
to determine the economic value Trondheim, Norway residents place on hosting the
World Championship of Skiing. The purpose of this study was to estimate the
willingness to pay in individual taxes to finance the event. The authors used a bidding
game technique to elicit respondents’ WTP. Results indicate Trondheim residents were
willing to pay an average of $143 in individual taxes to ensure the city hosted the World
Championship of Skiing. Andersson et al. (2004) suggest the data demonstrates a strong
support of the event by local residents. In addition, the authors purport the economic
value residents place on hosting the event is a valuable piece of information required for
a cost benefit analysis of the event.
Castellanos and Sanchez (2007) used the contingent valuation method to estimate
the use and non-use values of a professional soccer team in Spain. The main purpose of
the research was to estimate the value of benefits produced by the public goods
characteristics of a professional soccer team. The authors employed a dichotomous
choice contingent valuation technique followed by an open-ended format question to
elicit respondents’ WTP for the professional soccer team through a voluntary
contribution. The contingent valuation question was developed to measure the non-use
value of the soccer team, and the use value was ascertained through regression analysis.
Castellanos and Sanchez report the average WTP for the professional soccer team is
$43.45 per year, which decomposes into $17.90 use value and $25.55 non-use value. The
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authors conclude the professional soccer team demonstrates a major public goods
dimension. In addition, the authors imply the use value estimate may be “questionable”
because the focus of the CVM question was the non-use value.
Empirical Applications Measuring the Private Consumption Benefits of Sport
Irani (1997) performed the seminal work on estimating the private consumption
benefits (i.e., consumer surplus) produced by professional sport teams. The purpose of
this research was to measure the dollar value of a city’s welfare gain by developing a
demand curve for baseball games and estimating the net consumer surplus from the
derived demand curve. Utilizing available secondary data on annual attendance for
Major League Baseball (MLB) teams and ticket prices, Irani (1997) developed an
attendance function for MLB games based on demand for tickets. Using his parameter
estimates and actual attendance data, Irani calculated the consumer surplus from
attendance for each MLB team. The calculations resulted in consumer surplus estimates
for MLB teams that ranged from $2.2 million to $54.1 million with an average of $18
million. Irani (1997) indicates communities considering the allocation of public funds on
sport teams or facilities must include estimates of consumer surplus in the benefit cost
analysis. An issue with Irani’s estimates is the error associated with the price coefficient.
Irani fails to account for the full price of attending a game which includes ticket price,
transportation costs, the cost of time spent in transit, and other trip related expenses.
Failure to account for these costs will reduce the reliability of the parameter estimates as
well as the resultant consumer surplus estimates (Freeman, 2003).
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Alexander, Kern, and Neill (2000) assert sport teams generate private
consumption benefits which are equivalent to consumer surplus derived by attendees of
games. Alexander et al. (2000) identified Irani (1997) as the only study which attempted
to measure private consumption benefits. However, the authors indicated the estimates
calculated by Irani (1997) contained error associated with the price coefficient and the
predicted ticket prices employed in the calculation of consumer surplus. Alexander et al.
(2000) suggest an alternative procedure for estimating consumers’ surplus which would
avoid these problems. The purpose of their research was to estimate the private
consumption benefits from attending professional sport competitions using the available
secondary data on team’s annual revenues from ticket sales and the price elasticity of
attendance. Results from the analysis demonstrate professional sport teams produce
significant private consumption benefits. Based on the range of price elasticities used in
the analysis, the average MLB team produces consumer surplus between $8.6 million and
$25.7 million annually, while the average National Football team generates consumer
surplus between $7.5 million and $22.6 million annually. In addition, Alexander et al.
(2000) estimated the consumer surplus for National Basketball Association (NBA) and
National Hockey League (NHL) teams. Results revealed the average NBA team creates
consumer surplus between $7.8 million and $23.3 million annually, whereas the average
NHL team provides consumer surplus between $8.5 million and $25.6 million annually.
Alexander et al. (2000) purport estimates of private consumption benefits need to be
quantified in order to assist decision makers in benefit cost analysis.
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Barget and Gouguet (2007) performed a study to estimate the total economic
value of a sporting event. These authors propose the total economic value of a sporting
event is comprised of the use value (i.e., private consumption benefits) and the non-use
value (i.e., public consumption benefits). The sporting event investigated was a Davis
Cup Quarterfinal match between France and Germany in Limoges, France during April
1996. In order to estimate the use value of the event, the authors employed the travel cost
method. The contingent valuation method was utilized to estimate the non-use value of
the event. Data was gathered over the three day event using on-site questionnaires.
Analysis of the data revealed spectators derived €58,558 in private consumption benefits
from attending the sporting event, and €322,696 in public consumption benefits. Barget
and Gouguet (2007) concluded by implying the calculation of private and public
consumption benefits of sporting events are necessary to demonstrate the various
economic values produced by these events.
Summary
This chapter offered a detailed explanation of the contingent valuation method.
The methodological considerations of the CVM were introduced. Empirical applications
of the CVM estimating the use value of recreation opportunities and empirical application
of the CVM in the sport domain were presented. The chapter concluded with the three
known empirical applications measuring private consumption benefits of sport teams and
facilities.
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CHAPTER IV
RESEARCH METHODS

Introduction
The purpose of this chapter is to provide a description of the research methods
implemented in estimating the private consumption benefits derived by individuals
participating in the Clemson University home football game experience. The chapter will
begin by presenting a step by step procedure for conducting a contingent valuation study.
The remainder of the chapter will provide a detailed description for each step in the
process. After explaining each step in process, the research questions will be presented.
The final section will provide a summary of the chapter.
Study Area
The majority of research performed to assess the economic contributions of sport
teams and facilities focuses on professional franchises (Baade, 1996; Coates &
Humphreys, 1999; Johnson et al., 2001; Johnson et al., 2007; Rappaport & Wilkerson,
2001; Seigfried & Zimbalist, 2002; Seigfried & Zimbalist, 2000). However, Gumprecht
(2003) indicates a lack of research investigating the economic and financial contributions
of college athletics. In addition, Irwin and Sandler (1998) suggest future research
concerning college athletics should investigate different types of college sports to provide
college athletic administrators and community stakeholders with information regarding
the various impacts these sports have on local communities.
In order to address this call for more research on college athletics, Clemson
University was selected as the study area. Clemson University is a member of the
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Atlantic Coast Conference (ACC) and has an enrollment of 17,585. However, for a
Clemson University home football game, the Clemson Athletic Department reports an
average attendance during the 2008 season of 78,000 individuals with several more
thousands making the pilgrimage to Clemson, South Carolina to participate in the
football game experience. With this large number of people visiting Clemson, South
Carolina for a home football game, Clemson University provides an ideal setting to
investigate the economic contributions of a specific type of college sport, a college
football game.
Why CVM?
In the three previous studies measuring the private consumption benefits produced
by sport teams and facilities, two different techniques were employed. First, Irani (1997)
and Alexander et al. (2000) used regression analysis to estimate the private consumption
benefits derived by attendees to professional sport competitions. In their analyses, the
authors used ticket prices or ticket revenue and attendance to estimate the consumption
benefits. Barget and Gouguet (2007) utilized the zonal travel cost method to estimate the
private consumption benefits derived by individuals attending a Davis Cup Quarterfinal
match in France. The purpose of Barget and Gouguet (2007) study was to estimate the
total value of the tennis match by estimating the private and public consumption benefits
produced by the event.
In this research, employment of the regression technique used by Irani (1997) and
Alexander et al. (2000) would not be appropriate because these researchers were only
concerned with the private consumption benefits derived from attendance at the sport
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competition. In the current research, the author is interested in estimating the private
consumption benefits derived from the total experience of a recreation trip to Clemson,
South Carolina to participate in the Clemson University home football game experience.
The technique used by Irani (1997) and Alexander et al. (200) would not account for the
factors included in the total experience of the recreation trip, such as tailgating, nostalgic
characteristics of visiting the campus and city of Clemson, and socializing with friends
and relatives.
Barget and Gouguet (2007) used the travel cost method (TCM) to estimate the
private consumption benefits derived from a trip to a Davis Cup Quarterfinal match.
TCM is a reveal preference method since respondent’s actual trip expenditures are
utilized in the analysis to estimate the economic benefits individuals derive from using a
recreation site (Loomis & Walsh, 1997). Freeman (2003) indicates the TCM requires
sufficient variation in the dependent variable in order to estimate a statistical demand
function based on individual observations. In the TCM, the dependent variable is the
number of trips taken to the recreation site. For the current study, the majority (72.5%)
of tickets sold for Clemson University home football games is season tickets. Results
from the pilot test reveal 73% of respondents planed on attending six or seven home
football games. With this evidence, the author discovered an insufficient amount of
variation existed in the sample which would reduce the efficiency of the TCM. In
addition, Walker and Mondello (2007) suggest the contingent valuation method is a
promising technique for measuring consumption benefits, and the CVM provides more
flexibility than other nonmarket valuation approaches.
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Considering the results from the pilot test and the recommendation from other
researchers, the author concluded the CVM was the most appropriate technique to
employ in estimating the private consumption benefits derived from a recreation trip to
Clemson, South Carolina to participate in the Clemson University home football game
experience.
Steps in Conducting a Contingent Valuation Study
Boyle (2003) provides an illustration of the required steps in conducting a
contingent valuation study. Figure 4.1 presents a modified version of the steps proposed
by Boyle. Each step in the analysis is described in a separate subsection.
Figure 4.1
Steps in conducting a contingent valuation study.

Step 1

Identify the Good to be Valued

Step 2

Identify Whose Values are to be Estimated

Step 3

Develop a Sampling Strategy

Step 4

Design the Contingent Valuation Survey

Step 5

Pretest the Survey

Step 6

Pretest and Implement the Survey

Step 7

Develop Data Analysis Procedure

Identify the Good to be Valued
In the current study, the good being valued is a leisure trip to Clemson, South
Carolina to participate in the Clemson University home football game experience. The
value being estimated is not limited to seating in the stands and watching the sport

61

competition. The good being valued is the total experience of visiting Clemson for the
purpose of participating in the Clemson University home football game experience,
which includes: watching the sport competition, the tailgating experience, visiting friends
and relatives at other tailgating locations, walking around campus visiting nostalgic sites,
watching the “Tiger Walk,” strolling downtown Clemson before and after the game and
frequenting local establishments, and participating in activities related to the game day
experience. In addition, findings from this study support the assumption that a large
number of individuals visit Clemson, South Carolina for every home game but never
enter the stadium to watch the sport competition. Thus, although entering the game and
watching the sport competition resembles a private good, all the other experiences
involved with a visit to Clemson, South Carolina for a Clemson University home football
game has characteristics of a public good, non-rivalous and non-excludability. Hence,
the good being valued in this study is a quasi-public good.
Identify Whose Values are to be Estimated
When selecting a sampling frame for a contingent valuation study, it is important
to identify the individuals whose values are to be estimated so the survey instrument can
be administered to a representative sample. Typically, contingent valuation studies
provide estimates of values per individual. Identifying the individuals whose values are
to be estimated allows the individual values to be aggregated to the population level.
Since the purpose of the study is to estimate the private consumption benefits
derived by individuals participating in the Clemson University home football game
experience, the individuals whose values are to be estimated are people who visit
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Clemson, South Carolina for a home football game. These individuals are easily
identified by their presence in parking/tailgating areas throughout the Clemson University
campus. During home football weekends, every parking area on the Clemson University
campus is either a paid parking area or a general parking area.
Memorial Stadium on the campus of Clemson University is selected as the site of
interest for which to estimate the private consumption benefits (i.e., consumer surplus)
derived by individuals participating in the college football game experience. The
boundaries of the site will include Memorial Stadium and the surrounding
parking/tailgating areas on campus. Figure 4.2 displays a map of the parking/tailgating
areas surrounding Memorial Stadium.
Develop a Sampling Strategy
Data collection for the study was conducted by the author and undergraduate
students from Clemson University during five home football games for Clemson
University which include: September 6th versus The Citadel; September 13th versus North
Carolina State University; September 20th versus South Carolina State University;
September 27th versus Maryland University; October 18th versus Georgia Institute of
Technology. Prior to data collection, each member of the research team was trained on
data collection procedures and proper research protocol. In addition, each member of the
research team completed the Collaborative Institutional Review Board Training Initiative
(CITI) training component for social and behavioral sciences research prior to data
collection.
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Figure 4.2
Map of parking/tailgating areas surrounding Memorial Stadium.
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An on-site sampling strategy was employed for each of five home football games
using a systematic sampling procedure with a random start. The first stage of the
sampling strategy requires the parking areas (i.e., tailgating areas) outside Memorial
Stadium be divided into zones, identifying whether the parking areas were general
parking or IPTAY parking (IPTAY is the booster club for Clemson University Athletics).
Figure 4.3 displays the parking areas outside Memorial Stadium divided into zones used
by Clemson University Athletics. All members of IPTAY are season ticket holders, while
the majority of individuals parking in general parking are single game ticket holders. All
areas labeled “GP” in Figure 4.3 are general parking areas, whereas IPTAY parking areas
are designated by North, South, or West.
In order to identify the locations for the research assistants to gather data, each
zone on the parking area map was assigned a number. After assigning a number to each
zone, the random number generator available in the statistical package for social sciences
(SPSS) was used to identify which zones were designated as sampling areas. For each of
the five games, three research assistants were assigned to IPTAY parking areas, one
research assistant was assigned to a general parking area, and one research assistant was
stationed outside Memorial Stadium.
For the research team members working in the parking areas, the data collection
procedure began with a research assistant approaching the first vehicle that entered the
assigned parking lot. After the vehicle came to a stop in a parking space and the
passengers had exited the car, the research team member would approach the passengers
and select one member of the group to participate in the study. The one member chosen
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Figure 4.3
Map of parking/tailgating areas separated into zones used for sampling procedure.
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to participate in the study was selected by identifying the passenger with the closet
birthday to the research team member. Once the participant was identified, he/she was
asked to participate in a study of Clemson football spectators by providing an email
address. If the individual accepted the offer to participate in the study, the research team
member explained that a link to an on-line questionnaire would be sent to the participant
the following Monday, and the participant’s email address would be destroyed after three
attempts. Dillman (2007) indicates that coverage error is likely to be high for web
surveys of the general public because some individuals may not have access to the
Internet. In order to reduce coverage error, each research team member carried several
paper and pen versions of the questionnaire to offer individuals who stated they did not
have email or Internet access. For this study, no one asked for a paper and pen version of
the survey instrument.
After the research team member completed the first interview, he/she moved in a
clockwise direction and approached an individual at every 4th parking space in the
designated parking zone, using the same criteria mentioned in the previous paragraph.
The number of parking spaces (4) to skip before interviewing the next individual was
randomly selected using the SPSS random number generator.
For the research team member working outside the main entrance to Memorial
Stadium, the data collection procedure consisted of approaching every 5th individual that
crosses an imagery line and asking the individual to participate in a study of Clemson
football spectators. This number (5) was randomly selected using the SPSS random
number generator. If the individual accepted the offer to participate in the study, the
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research team member explained that a link to an on-line questionnaire would be sent to
the individual the following Monday and the participant’s email address would be
destroyed after three attempts. In order to reduce coverage error, the research team
member carried several paper and pen versions of the questionnaire to offer individuals
who do not have email or Internet access. Again, no one selected to participate in the
study using the pen and paper survey instrument.
Design the Contingent Valuation Survey
Development of the contingent valuation survey began with the construction of
the contingent valuation question. Several factors must be addressed when constructing
the contingent valuation question, such as the payment vehicle, time frame of payment,
and the response format. After constructing the contingent valuation question, several
auxiliary questions were included in the survey to collect additional data necessary to
maintain theoretical consistency in estimating the willingness to pay (WTP) values.
Contingent valuation is a survey technique for estimating the economic benefits
produced by nonmarket goods and/or services. In this type of application, researchers
solicit from respondents the amount he/she is willing to pay before they stop visiting a
recreation site (Mitchell & Carson, 1989). The main premise of the CVM is asking the
respondent how much he/she would pay, above current trip costs, for the good being
valued. This value is the respondent’s net willingness to pay (i.e., consumer surplus).
The first step in constructing the contingent valuation question is describing the
good to be valued. For this study, the good being valued is a leisure trip to Clemson,
South Carolina for a Clemson University home football game. In the contingent
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valuation question, respondents are informed the good being valued is a trip to Clemson
for a home football game. After the good was described, the method of payment
presented to respondents was an increase in trip costs. Loomis and Walsh (1997) indicate
the most common payment vehicle utilized in contingent valuation studies to value a
recreation trip is an increase in trip costs. Bateman and Willis (1999) indicate
respondents should be informed about the time frame of payment so respondents
understand the number of payments required for the good and/or service. Respondents
were informed the time frame of the payment was a per trip cost.
A dichotomous choice contingent valuation question was used in the survey to
discover the amount visitors are willing to pay per trip in excess of their actual trip costs
associated with a leisure trip to Clemson, South Carolina for a Clemson University home
football game. In the dichotomous choice format, respondents are asked to respond “yes”
or “no” to a proposed price for the hypothetical market situation. Hanemann (1994)
indicates the dichotomous choice format is easier for respondents to answer because they
are familiar with discrete choices in market transactions. In this respect, researchers
imply the dichotomous choice format is considered to be a superior elicitation method
(Castellanos & Sanchez, 2007; Lee & Han, 2002; Lockwood & Tracy, 1995).
The dichotomous choice contingent valuation question presented to respondents
was: “If the cost of goods and services (e.g., gas, food, lodging, tailgating supplies, etc.)
associated with a trip to a Clemson home football game were to increase, causing the trip
to Clemson for a football game to cost $________ more than your most recent trip, would
you still attend the Clemson home football game? (Assume your income level remains
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the same.)” Ten bid values ranging from $10 to $1000 were pre-selected and presented
to respondents as random offers. That is, ten versions of the contingent valuation survey
were developed with each version having a different bid value, and respondents were
randomly assigned a version of the survey instrument. Bateman and Willis (1999)
indicate one bid amount should be low enough that the majority of respondents will say
yes, and one bid amount should be large enough so no individual would pay that amount.
Concerns regarding the bid range used in the contingent valuation question can be
reduced by consulting a group of individuals familiar with the recreation opportunity, as
well as performing a pilot test of the question (Alberini & Kahn, 2006). The bid values
were selected based on a review of existing literature, conversations with numerous
individuals familiar with visiting Clemson for home football games, and a pilot test.
After constructing the contingent valuation question, several auxiliary questions
were included in the survey instrument. Haab and McConnell (2002: p. 23) suggest
auxiliary questions should be included in the survey instrument in order to “gain
information on the validity and reliability of the contingent valuation method, and to
extrapolate sample responses to more general populations.” Boyle (2003) indicates
auxiliary questions included in the survey instrument should be variables that the
“theoretical definition of the value suggests affect values” (p. 147). The following
paragraphs provide a detail explanation of the questions included in the survey
instrument.
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Survey Instrument
The questionnaire began with an introduction, which explains the purpose of the
study, identifies the organizations involved in the study, and provides assurance of
confidentiality. In the first section of the questionnaire, participants are questioned about
several aspects of their most recent trip to a Clemson home football game. Questions in
this section include: the number of Clemson home games participants will attend during
the 2008-2009 football season; the number of years they have been attending Clemson
home football games; South Carolina residency; travel distance to Memorial Stadium
(number of minutes); party size; the number of people sharing the travel expenses; type
of ticket used to enter game; and IPTAY membership. The final item in the first section
asked respondents whether they would substitute attending other football games or
participation in a different recreation activity if they could not attend Clemson home
football games due to travel and/or budget constraints.
Questions in Section 2 relate to the travel costs experienced by respondents on
their most recent trip to a Clemson home football game. Respondents are asked to report
the total amount of money they spent from the time they left their residence until they
returned home in the following categories: restaurants and drinking places,
accommodations, game tickets, game concessions, and gas. In addition, respondents are
asked to report the portion of these expenses that were spent in Pickens, Oconee, and
Anderson County, South Carolina. The Clemson Athletic Department indicated these
three counties represent the local region.
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Section 3 of the survey instrument includes the contingent valuation question. As
previously mentioned, ten versions of the survey instrument are developed with the only
difference being the bid value listed in this question. The bid values range from $10 to
$1000. In addition, a follow up question is included in this section to determine why
respondents answered “no” to the contingent valuation question. The answer options
consist of inability to afford higher trip costs, amount asking was too high, costs
associated with trip to Clemson football game are already too high, and there are other
activities to participate in besides Clemson football game.
The final section of the questionnaire inquires about several demographic
variables. Respondents are asked to report their age, gender, annual household income,
and completed educational level. This section also requests respondents to provide a zip
code. This variable is used as a validity check for two questions: the South Carolina
resident question and the travel distance question.
Pretest and Implement the Survey
Rea and Parker (1997) suggest pretesting the survey instruments with a small
number of individuals familiar with the research topic to determine whether the
questionnaire is comprehensive, respondents do not perceive questions as invasive, and
the questionnaire is acceptable in length. In addition, a pretest allows the author to
determine whether any questions are ambiguous, confusing, unclear, or unanswerable for
certain respondents. In addition to pretests, the first Clemson home football game was
used as a pilot study in order to evaluate the specification of the contingent valuation
model.
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For the pilot study, the sampling strategy presented in an earlier section was
employed. The procedure consisted of a research team member systematically collecting
email addresses from individuals in parking/tailgating areas throughout the Clemson
University campus. After email addresses were collected, a link to an online
questionnaire was sent to each individual volunteering to participate in the study the
following Monday, using the online survey software SurveyMonkey. After the first
attempt (Monday following the game), individuals who did not respond were sent a
second email with a link to the questionnaire two days later on Wednesday. If
individuals did not respond to the second attempt, a third email with a link to the
questionnaire was sent two days later on Friday. After the third attempt, all participants
not completing the questionnaire were excluded from the analysis. Individuals were only
given one week to respond to the questionnaire because the following Saturday Clemson
University had another football game. The author did not want respondents completing a
questionnaire for the Citadel game (first game) after attending the second game. In
addition, the author assumed this procedure would reduce recall bias due to the short
period of time between the game (Saturday) and the time they completed the
questionnaire (following week).
After collecting the data from the pilot test, the author used data to determine
whether the contingent valuation question was correctly specified and the resultant
coefficients had the expected signs consistent with economic theory. The results from the
pilot test supported the continued use of the survey instrument in the full study, but
results from the pilot test were excluded from the analysis of the full study.
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For the full study, data collection began four hours before the North Carolina
State, South Carolina State, Maryland, and Georgia Tech games and ended one hour prior
to kickoff. The same sampling strategy employed for the pilot study was used in the
collection of email addresses for the full study. After email addresses were collected, a
link to an online questionnaire was sent to each individual volunteering to participate in
the study the following Monday, using the online survey software SurveyMonkey. After
the first attempt (Monday following the game), individuals who did not respond were
sent a second email with a link to the questionnaire two days later on Wednesday. If
individuals did not respond to the second attempt, a third attempt was made by sending
an email with a link to the questionnaire two days later on Friday. After the third
attempt, all participants not completing the questionnaire were excluded from the
analysis. Individuals were only given one week to respond to the questionnaire because
the first three home football games were on back to back to back Saturdays. The author
did not want respondents completing a questionnaire for the one game after attending a
game the following weekend. In addition, the author assumed this procedure would
reduce recall bias due to the short period of time between the game (Saturday) and the
time they completed the questionnaire (following week).
A total of 1,886 email addresses were collected by the research team and 927
online questionnaires were returned. After deleting the non-deliverable email addresses,
the effective response rate was 56.9%. Although the response rate was slightly below the
recommended level of 60%, Babbie (2001) indicates a 50% response rate is an adequate
level for analysis purposes.

74

Develop Data Analysis Procedure
Since the dichotomous choice contingent valuation question has a binary choice
dependent variable, Fix and Loomis (1998) indicate a logit or probit model must be
utilized to estimate the willingness to pay. Lee and Han (2002) suggest the logit model
has been preferred to the probit model is past research investigating the willingness to
pay for recreation opportunities (Sellar, Stoll, & Chavas, 1985; Bishop & Heberlein,
1979). In this study, a logistic regression model is employed to determine the probability
of individuals responding “yes” to the proposed bid amount and the estimation of
coefficients used in the calculation of the WTP values.
Oh, Ditton, and Stoll (2008) provide the following explanation for the contingent
valuation model specification. Employing an indirect utility framework, utility is
comprised of a systematic and random component, which is represented as:
U  V ( D, M , S )  

(9)

where V is the deterministic component of utility,  is the error component of utility, M
is income, and S corresponds to individual socio-economic attributes. In addition, D
represents the two options presented to the respondent, where 1 corresponds to the
individual answering “yes” to the contingent valuation question and 0 corresponds to a
“no” response. An individual visiting Clemson for a home football game will pay the
proposed amount A (i.e., answer “yes”) only if the utility gained from the trip is greater
than utility from not taking the trip. In other words:
V (1, M  A; S )   1  V (0, M ; S )   0 .

75

(10)

Since the random error component is unobservable, the researcher is restricted to only
making WTP probabilities assertions about “yes” or “no” responses. Assuming the error
components are independently and identically dispersed with a mean zero and variance

 2 / 3 (i.e., standard logistic distribution), the probability that a visitor to Clemson for a
home football game answers “yes” is identified by:
Pr( yes  1) 

1
1 e

(11)

 (  A M S )

where  ,  ,  , and  are coefficients to be estimated.
Haab and McConnell (2002) indicated other explanatory variables should be
included in the probability function in order to “gain information on the validity and
reliability of the contingent valuation method, and to extrapolate sample responses to
more general populations” (p. 23). Therefore, several explanatory variables were
integrated in the multivariate logistic regression model: proposed bid amount (Bid), age
of respondent (Age), annual household income (Income), number of Clemson home
football games attended during the 2008 football season (NumberofGames), and the
distance from respondent’s residency to Memorial Stadium in minutes (TravelDistance).
Economic theory purports as the price of a good or service increases, the less
likely an individual is to continue to purchase that good or service, ceteris paribus.
Therefore, as the bid amount increases, respondents should be less willing to purchase the
trip to Clemson for a home football game. Haab and McConnell (2002) suggest a
respondent’s socio-economic characteristics are anticipated to affect the individual’s
acceptance of the proposed bid amount. Normally, individuals that are older and have
higher annual household incomes are more willing to pay higher trip costs.
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After Equation 11 is estimated using logistic regression, three methods can be
utilized to compute the value of willingness to pay (Boyle, 2003). The three methods are:
mean WTP, overall mean WTP, and truncated mean WTP. Lee and Han (2002) indicate
the truncated mean WTP is “preferable because it satisfies consistency with theoretical
constraints, statistical efficiency, and ability to be aggregated” (p. 535). Duffield and
Patterson (1991) suggest the method is beneficial because “the truncated mean reduces
the influence of the upper end of the distribution but is still an expected value and
therefore has a simple interpretation when aggregated over the whole population” (p.
227). Thus, the truncated mean WTP is used in this study.
Once the logit model in Equation 11 is estimated using the maximum likelihood
(ML) estimation method, a probability curve, in this case, the cumulative distribution
function of the standard logistic variate, for “yes” and “no” responses is derived (see
Sellar et al., 1986 for derivation). To determine the expected value of WTP, the area
under the probability curve is calculated by numerical integration, ranging from 0 to the
maximum bid amount ($1000) as follows:

E (WTP ) 

MAX A

 F (dV ( A))dA

(12)

0

=

MAX A

0

1


 dv ( A)
1 e

MAX A 
1


dA  0
 (   AM S )
1 e



dA


(13)

where F is the cumulative distribution function of the standard logistic variate (see
Hanneman, 1984, p. 334), E(WTP) is the mean WTP, and MAXA is the maximum bid
amount.
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Numerical integration approximates the area of a curvilinear region by breaking
the region into thin vertical slabs. In order to calculate WTP, the parameter estimates
from the logistic regression equation and the associated mean value for each variable are
entered into Equation 13. For the Bid variable (A), a range of values (e.g., $0 to $1000)
are used in the calculation. Using STATA statistical software to perform the integration,
the area under the probability curve is estimated by partitioning the area into smaller
areas based on the range of bid values. After the different areas under the probability
curve are estimated, the values are summed to provide an estimate of the total region
under the probability curve, which is equivalent to net willingness to pay.
Research Questions
RQ1: What is the value of private consumption benefits derived by individuals visiting
Clemson, South Carolina to participate in the Clemson University home football game
experience?
RQ2: What is the value of private consumption benefits derived by residents of South
Carolina visiting Clemson, South Carolina to participate in the Clemson University home
football game experience?
RQ3: What is the aggregate value of private consumption benefits derived by residents
of South Carolina visiting Clemson, South Carolina to participate in the Clemson
University home football game experience?
Summary
This chapter offered an overview of the research methods used to construct a
contingent valuation model of individual visiting Clemson, South Carolina to participate
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in the Clemson University home football game experience. The steps required to conduct
a contingent valuation study were presented, as well as the guidelines used in calculating
a respondent’s WTP. In addition, survey instrument construction guidelines were
discussed and applied, and the research questions were posed.
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CHAPTER V
RESULTS

Introduction
The purpose of this chapter is to present descriptive findings from the analysis of
Clemson football spectators and results from the contingent valuation analysis. For this
dissertation, Clemson football spectators include all individuals visiting Clemson, South
Carolina to participate in the Clemson University home football game experience,
regardless of whether they enter Memorial Stadium or not. All of the analyses of
Clemson football spectators are performed using STATA statistical software.
The chapter will begin by discussing the sample size and response rate for the
study. The chapter will continue by providing demographics, a spectator profile, and trip
characteristics for Clemson football spectators. Next, results from a non-response check
are presented. Finally, the chapter will present the results of the binary logistic regression
model and provide an estimate of the private consumption benefits derived by Clemson
football spectators.
Sample Size and Response Rate
Following the sampling strategy outlined in Chapter IV, 927 online questionnaires
were return. Of the 1,886 questionnaires emailed to Clemson football spectators, 257
were undeliverable due to a bad email address and/or the inability of the researcher to
read the handwriting of the research assistant or respondent. After deleting the nondeliverable email addresses, the effective response rate was 56.9%. Out of the 927
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returned questionnaires, 158 were deleted due to lack of response to survey questions
used in the contingent valuation analysis. Therefore, results are based on a sample size of
769 with a corresponding response rate of 47.2%.
Descriptive Statistics
Demographics
The majority (84.4%) of respondents are relatively equally distributed between
the age intervals of 18-25 (19.7%), 26-35 (29.5%), 36-45 (18.3%), and 46-55 (20.6%)
with a mean age of 38.3 (Table 5.1). Out of these respondents 59.7% are male and 39.9%
are female (Table 5.2). The majority (72.4%) of respondents are college graduates with
22.9% of these respondents having a post graduate education (Table 5.3). Approximately
56% of respondents reported having an annual household income of $80,000 or higher
(Table 5.4). Ten percent of respondents are Clemson students with the remaining 90%
indicating being non-students (Table 5.5). Approximately 82% of respondents are
residents of South Carolina (Table 5.6), and 31.2% of South Carolina residents report
living in Pickens, Oconee, or Anderson County (Table 5.7).
Table 5.1
Frequency distribution of Clemson football spectators by Age category.
Age
Frequency Percent
18-25
151
19.7
26-35
227
29.5
36-45
141
18.3
46-55
157
20.6
56-65
74
9.5
66 and above
19
2.5
No response
--TOTAL
769
100.0
Mean (S.D.) 38.35 (13.21)
--
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Table 5.2
Frequency distribution of Clemson football spectators by Gender.
Gender
Frequency Percent
Male
459
59.7
Female
307
39.9
3
0.4
No response
TOTAL
769
100.0
Table 5.3
Frequency distribution of Clemson football spectators by Education.
Education
Frequency Percent
Some high school or less
1
0.1
High school graduate
45
5.9
166
21.6
Some college/technical school
College graduate
380
49.5
Post graduate school
176
22.9
No response
1
0.1
TOTAL
769
100.0
Table 5.4
Frequency distribution of Clemson football spectators by Income.
Income
Less than $20,000
$20,000-39,999
$40,000-59,999
$60,000-79,999
$80,000-99,999
$100,000-119,999
$120,000 and above
No response
TOTAL

Frequency
45
75
107
108
134
109
191
-769

Percent
0.1
9.8
13.9
14.0
17.4
14.2
24.8
-100.0
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Table 5.5
Frequency distribution of Clemson football spectators by Student/Non-Student.

Student
Non-Student
No response
TOTAL

Frequency Percent
77
10.0
691
89.9
1
0.1
769
100.0

Table 5.6
Frequency distribution of non-student Clemson football spectators by Residency.
Residency
Frequency Percent
South Carolina
566
81.9
Outside South Carolina
125
18.1
No response
--TOTAL
691
100.0
Table 5.7
Frequency distribution of South Carolina resident Clemson football spectators by
Residency in Pickens, Oconee, and/or Anderson Counties.
Residency
Frequency Percent
Pickens, Oconee, Anderson County
177
31.2
Outside Pickens, Oconee, Anderson County
389
68.8
No response
--TOTAL
566
100.0

Spectator Profile
In this section, a profile of the typical individual attending Clemson home football
games is developed. The majority (65.5%) of respondents are season ticket holders with
32.2% indicating the use of a single game ticket and 2.2% revealing not entering the
game (Table 5.8). Approximately 93% of respondents are fans of Clemson University

83

(Table 9). The remaining respondents are fans of the opposing team (4.4%) or have no
affiliation (2.3%) (Table 5.9).
Table 5.8
Frequency distribution of Clemson football spectators by Ticket Type.
Ticket Type
Single game
Season ticket
Did not enter game
No response
TOTAL

Frequency
248
504
17
-769

Percent
32.2
65.5
2.2
-100.0

Table 5.9
Frequency distribution of Clemson football spectators by Team Affiliation.
Team Affiliation Frequency Percent
Clemson
717
93.2
Opposing team
33
4.4
No Affiliation
18
2.3
No response
1
0.1
TOTAL
769
100.0

The majority (56.9%) of respondents attend six or more Clemson home football
games with the average spectator attending 5.03 games (Table 5.10). When asked the
number of Clemson home football games attended last year, respondents report attending
an average of 4.85 games (Table 5.11). The average respondent has been attending
Clemson home football games for 16.88 years (Table 5.12). Approximately 59% of
respondents reside within sixty minutes of Memorial Stadium with a mean travel time of
87.16 minutes (Table 5.13).
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Table 5.10
Frequency distribution of Clemson football spectators by Number of Games Attended.
Games
Frequency Percent
1
101
13.1
2
62
8.1
3
51
6.6
4
55
7.2
5
62
8.1
6
104
13.5
7
334
43.4
--No response
TOTAL
769
100.0
Mean (S.D.) 5.03 (2.24)
Table 5.11
Frequency distribution of Clemson football spectators by Number of Games Attended
Last Year.
Games
Frequency Percent
0
93
12.1
1
49
6.4
2
38
4.9
3
49
6.4
4
34
4.4
5
61
7.9
6
96
12.5
7
348
45.3
No response
1
.1
TOTAL
769
100.0
Mean (S.D.) 4.85 (2.59)
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Table 5.12
Frequency distribution of Clemson football spectators by Number of Years Attending
Clemson Home Games.
Years
Frequency Percent
0-10
342
44.6
11-20
157
20.5
21-30
161
21.0
31-40
71
9.3
41-50
26
3.4
51 or more
9
1.1
3
.1
No response
TOTAL
769
100.0
Mean (S.D.) 16.88 (12.99)
Table 5.13
Frequency distribution of Clemson football spectators by Minutes from Residence to
Memorial Stadium.
Minutes
Frequency Percent
0-30
291
38.0
31-60
160
20.8
61-90
68
8.8
91-120
56
7.3
121-150
65
8.4
151-180
36
4.7
181-210
18
2.3
211-240
30
3.9
241 or more
45
5.8
No Response
--TOTAL
769
100.0
Mean (S.D.) 87.16 (92.31)

The average party size reported by respondents is 7.72 people (Table 5.14), but
respondents reveal only being financially responsible for 2.29 individuals (Table 5.15).
Respondents indicate expenditures associated with attending a Clemson home football
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game are $277.15 (Table 5.16). The majority of expenditures are on game tickets
($101.09), followed by auto ($46.73), grocery stores and retail ($43.07), and restaurants
and drinking places ($36.76).
Table 5.14
Frequency distribution of Clemson football spectators by Party Size.
People
Frequency Percent
1-4
287
37.2
5-8
233
30.3
9-12
155
20.1
13-16
41
5.4
17-20
26
3.4
21-24
4
0.6
25-28
10
1.3
29 or more
13
1.7
No Response
--TOTAL
769
100.0
Mean (S.D.) 7.72 (6.39)
Table 5.15
Frequency distribution of Clemson football spectators by Number of People Financially
Responsible For.
People
Frequency Percent
1-2
565
73.4
3-4
148
19.3
5-6
36
4.7
7-8
12
1.6
9 or more
8
1.0
No Response
--TOTAL
769
100.0
Mean (S.D.) 2.29 (2.19)
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Table 5.16
Average trip expenditures for a Clemson football spectator.
Average
Expenditure

Category
Restaurants and drinking places
Grocery stores, clothing and other retail
Accommodations
Tickets
Concessions
Auto
Other
TOTAL

$36.76
43.07
24.60
101.09
11.68
46.73
13.22
$277.15

Overnight Visitors
In this section, residents of Pickens, Oconee, and Anderson Counties are excluded
because these individuals are considered local residents of the Clemson University area.
Out of the non-local respondents, 36.5% indicate staying overnight in Pickens, Oconee,
or Anderson County (Table 5.17). The majority (84.5%) of overnight visitors report
staying between two to three days with an average length of stay of 2.38 days (Table
5.18). Approximately 42% of overnight visitors stay with friends and relatives (Table
5.19). Other accommodations used by overnight visitors are hotel/motel (26.6%),
RV/camper (9.0%), own a home in area (8.0%), and condo (4.8%).
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Table 5.17
Frequency distribution of non-local resident Clemson football spectators by Overnight
Visits.
Overnight Visitors Frequency Percent
Yes
188
36.5
No
326
63.5
No response
--TOTAL
514
100.0
Table 5.18
Frequency distribution of overnight Clemson football spectators by Length of Stay.
Days
Frequency Percent
1
20
10.6
2
92
49.0
3
67
35.7
4
1
0.5
5
3
1.6
7
1
0.5
9
1
0.5
No Response
3
1.6
TOTAL
188
100.0
Mean (S.D.) 2.38 (0.95)
Table 5.19
Frequency distribution of overnight Clemson football spectators by Accommodation
Type.
Accommodation Type Frequency Percent
Hotel/motel
50
26.6
Condo
9
4.8
Friends/relatives
78
41.5
Campground
2
1.0
RV/camper
9
4.8
Campground/RV
8
4.2
Own a home in area
15
8.0
Other
13
7.0
No Response
4
2.1
TOTAL
188
100.0

89

Non-Response Check
In order to add credence to the values estimated in this study, a check of nonrespondents was performed. Of the 365 questionnaires emailed to non-respondents from
the initial study, 28 were undeliverable due to bad email address, resulting in a sample
size of 337. A total of 65 completed questionnaires were returned, resulting in an
effective response rate was 19.29%.
The survey instrument sent to non-respondents was a condensed version of the
original questionnaire. Seven questions included in the original survey instrument are
used to construct the non-respondent questionnaire. The seven questions are: number of
Clemson home football games attended during the 2008 season, South Carolina
residency, travel distance from residency to Memorial Stadium, type of ticket used to
enter stadium, respondent’s age, respondent’s gender, and respondent’s annual household
income.
Descriptive Statistics
Results from the non-respondent survey reveal the majority (85.6%) of
respondents were relatively equally distributed between the age intervals of 18-25
(19.9%), 26-35 (21.4%), 36-45 (18.3%), and 46-55 (26.0%) with a mean age of 40.8
(Table 5.20). Out of these respondents 70.8% are male and 29.2% are female (Table
5.21). Approximately 51% of respondents report having an annual household income of
$80,000 or higher (Table 5.22). When questioned about residency, 70.8% of respondents
indicate being residents of South Carolina (Table 5.23). Respondents also report
attending 4.89 games during the 2008 Clemson home football season (Table 5.24). Out
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of the non-response respondents, 60.0% use a season ticket to enter the game and 36.9%
purchase a single game ticket with the remaining respondents (3.1%) not entering the
game (Table 5.25). In addition, non-response respondents indicate traveling an average
of 102.84 minutes from their residency to Memorial Stadium (Table 5.26).
Table 5.20
Frequency distribution of non-response respondents by Age Category.
Age
Frequency Percent
18-25
13
19.9
26-35
14
21.4
36-45
12
18.3
46-55
17
26.0
56-65
5
7.7
66 and above
4
6.7
No response
--TOTAL
65
100.0
Mean (S.D.) 40.83 (14.88)
-Table 5.21
Frequency distribution of non-response respondents by Gender.
Gender
Frequency Percent
Male
46
70.8
Female
19
29.2
No response
--TOTAL
65
100.0
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Table 5.22
Frequency distribution of non-response respondents by Income.
Income
Less than $20,000
$20,000-39,999
$40,000-59,999
$60,000-79,999
$80,000-99,999
$100,000-119,999
$120,000 and above
No response
TOTAL

Frequency
6
8
5
12
7
6
19
-65

Percent
9.5
12.7
7.9
19.0
11.1
9.5
30.2
-100.0

Table 5.23
Frequency distribution of non-response respondents by Residency.
Residency
Frequency Percent
South Carolina
45
69.3
Outside South Carolina
19
29.2
No response
1
1.5
TOTAL
65
100.0
Table 5.24
Frequency distribution of non-response respondents by Number of Games Attended.
Games
Frequency Percent
1
12
18.5
2
4
6.2
3
2
3.1
4
5
7.7
5
10
15.4
6
2
3.1
7
30
46.2
No response
--TOTAL
65
100.0
Mean (S.D.) 4.89 (2.37)
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Table 5.25
Frequency distribution of non-response respondents by Ticket Type.
Ticket Type
Single game
Season ticket
Did not enter game
No response
TOTAL

Frequency
24
39
2
-65

Percent
36.9
60.0
3.1
-100.0

Table 5.26
Frequency distribution of non-response respondents by Minutes from Residence to
Memorial Stadium.
Minutes
Frequency
Percent
0-30
19
29.2
31-60
13
20.0
61-90
6
9.3
91-120
6
9.3
121-150
7
10.7
151-180
3
4.6
181-210
1
1.5
211-240
3
4.6
241 or more
6
9.3
No Response
1
1.5
TOTAL
65
100.0
Mean (S.D.) 102.84 (96.94)

Comparison of Study Respondents and Non-Response Respondents
After analyzing the data from non-response respondents, a series of test are
performed to determine whether a statistical significant difference exists between
respondents from the full study and respondents from the non-response check. Table
5.27 displays the results from an Independent Sample t-test of age, number of games
attended, and travel distance between the full study respondents and the non-response
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respondents. Results indicate that no significant statistical difference exist between the
full study respondents and the non-response respondents on age, number of games
attended, or travel distance at the .01 or .05 alpha level.
Table 5.28 presents the results from a Pearson Chi-Square test of gender, income,
South Carolina resident, and ticket type between the full study respondents and the nonresponse respondents. Results reveal no significant statistical difference exist between
the full study respondents and the non-response respondents on gender, income, South
Carolina resident, or ticket type at the .01 alpha level. However, a significant statistical
difference does exist between the two groups on the South Carolina resident variable at
the .05 alpha level. A slightly larger percentage of non-response respondents are nonresidents of South Carolina. These findings suggest a minimal non-response bias.
Table 5.27
Comparison of full sample respondents and non-response respondents on Age,
Number of Games, and Travel Distance.
Mean Value
Variable
Age
Number of Games
Travel Distance

Full Study
38.35
5.03
87.16

Non-Response
40.83
4.89
102.84
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t-test Value
-1.435
0.481
-1.300

p-Value
0.152
0.631
0.194

Table 5.28
Comparison of full sample respondents and non-response respondents on Gender,
Income, South Carolina Resident, and Ticket Type.
Variable
Gender
Income
South Carolina Resident
Ticket Type

χ² Value
2.957
7.278
5.104
0.881

p-Value
0.085
0.296
0.024
0.644

Contingent Valuation Analysis
As outlined in Chapter IV, the contingent valuation method is utilized to estimate
the private consumption benefits (i.e., consumer surplus or net willingness to pay)
derived by individuals visiting Clemson, South Carolina to participate in the Clemson
University home football game experience. A contingent valuation analysis is performed
for the total sample and the sample segmented by South Carolina residents. Table 5.29
and 5.30 displays the percentage of “Yes” responses to each bid amount presented in the
CVM question for the total sample and South Carolina resident sample, respectively.
The two separate analyses are performed in order to answer research questions set forth
in Chapter IV.
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Table 5.29
Frequency distribution of Clemson football spectators by Response to Each Bid Amount
Presented in CVM Question.

Bid Amount
$10
$30
$50
$75
$100
$200
$300
$500
$750
$1000

Frequency of
“Yes” Response

Percentage of
“Yes” Response

83
56
43
33
48
34
39
38
26
18

95.4
86.2
68.3
54.1
71.6
47.2
44.3
43.2
29.9
19.8

Table 5.30
Frequency distribution of South Carolina residents by Response to Each Bid Amount
Presented in CVM Question.

Bid Amount
$10
$30
$50
$75
$100
$200
$300
$500
$750
$1000

Frequency of
“Yes” Response

Percentage of
“Yes” Response

45
37
31
19
38
24
25
28
22
12

93.8
84.1
70.5
47.5
74.5
45.3
44.6
40.6
28.2
17.6
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Table 5.31 presents descriptive statistics for the variables utilized in the
estimation of the total sample model and South Carolina resident model. Descriptive
statistics for the total sample were provided in the previous paragraphs. The majority
(87.6%) of South Carolina resident respondents are relatively equally distributed between
the age intervals of 18-25 (12.1%), 26-35 (32.5%), 36-45 (19.6%), and 46-55 (23.4%)
with a mean age of 39.9. Approximately 58% of South Carolina residents report an
annual household income over $80,000. South Carolina residents attend 5.23 Clemson
home football games, and traveled an average of 83 minutes from their residence to
Memorial Stadium.
Table 5.31
Descriptive statistics for the total sample and South Carolina residents used in contingent
valuation analysis.

Variables
Age
Income
Number of games
Travel distance

Total Sample

SC Residents

Mean (S.D.)
38.35 (13.21)
4.69 (1.88)*
5.03 (2.24)
87.16 (92.31)

Mean (S.D.)
39.95 (12.62)
4.78 (1.72)*
5.23 (2.12)
82.94 (74.94)

S.D. represents standard deviation.
* Based on a scale of 1 to 7 (See Table 5.4 for categories).

Logistic Regression
As indicated in Chapter IV, logistic regression is employed to estimate the private
consumption benefits (i.e., consumer surplus or net willingness to pay) derived by
individuals visiting Clemson, South Carolina to participate in the Clemson University
home football game experience. Tabachnick and Fidell (2001) indicate several issues of
logistic regression that should be evaluated. The issues identified by Tabachnick and
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Fidell (2001) are linearity of the logit, absence of multicollinearity, absence of outliers,
and independence of errors. Each of these issues was evaluated and results indicate the
data meets the requirements for logistic regression analysis.
In order to provide a reference point for the logistic regression analysis, a reduced
model, in addition to the total sample and South Carolina resident models, is provided.
For the reduced model, the only variable included in the analysis is the Bid Amount
variable. Results of the logistic regression analysis for the reduced, total sample, and
South Carolina resident models are exhibited in Table 5.32. The explanatory power (or
goodness-of-fit) of the reduced model has a McFadden’s  2 of 0.13 (McFadden’s  2 is
similar to R2 in a conventional regression analysis) (Greene, 2000). For the total sample
and South Carolina resident sample, the explanatory power for both models was fairly
high with a McFadden’s  2 of 0.17 for the total sample model and 0.19 for the South
Carolina resident model. As can be seen from the results, the goodness-of-fit for the total
sample and South Carolina resident models improve with the addition of explanatory
variables. As Haab and McConnell (2002) indicate, other explanatory variables should
be included in the probability function in order to “gain information on the validity and
reliability of the contingent valuation method, and to extrapolate sample responses to
more general populations” (p. 23).
Total Sample
In the total sample model, all variables are highly significant except Travel
Distance, which was moderately significant (Table 5.32). As anticipated based on the
frequency distribution, the highly significant and negative coefficient on the Bid variable
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implies that Clemson football spectators are less willing to pay (i.e., respond “Yes”) as
the proposed bid amount increased. As the bid amount increases one unit, the probability
of the respondent answering “No” to the CVM question is 53.05%. The highly
significant and negative coefficient on the Age variable suggests Clemson football
spectators are more likely to response “No” to the contingent valuation question as their
age increased. If the age of a respondent increased one unit, the probability of the
respondent answering “No” to the CVM question is 53.05%. Researchers typically
assume individuals are more willing to pay for leisure activities as they increase in age.
However, Hofacre and Burman (1992) indicate individuals usually shift consumption
from sport to the arts as age increases. In addition, responses to open-ended questions on
the survey instrument reveal older spectators felt as they were being “priced out” by the
increase in costs of attending Clemson home football games. As expected, the highly
significant positive coefficient on Income indicates Clemson football spectators who
report higher household income levels are more likely to respond “Yes” to the contingent
valuation question. As the respondent’s income level increased to the next category, the
probability of the respondent answering “Yes” to the CVM question is 56.71%.
Surprisingly, the highly significant and positive coefficient on the Number of Games
variable implies Clemson football spectators are more willing to pay (i.e., respond “Yes”)
as the number of games attended increased. As the number of games attended increased
one unit, the probability of the respondent answering “Yes” to the CVM question is
58.48%. One would assume individuals attending more games would be less willing to
pay than individuals attending fewer. However, responses to other questions in the
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survey instrument indicate Clemson home football games are the primary leisure activity
or an important leisure activity for the majority of spectators. Finally, the moderately
significant and positive coefficient on the Travel Distance variable suggests Clemson
football spectators are more likely to response “Yes” to the contingent valuation question
as the number of minutes from their residence increased. As the travel distance increased
one unit, the probability of the respondent answering “Yes” to the CVM question is
53.08%.
South Carolina Resident Sample
In the South Carolina sample model, all variables are highly significant except for
Travel Distance, which was moderately significant (Table 5.32). As expected based on
the frequency distribution, the Bid variable coefficient is highly significant and negative,
indicating residents of South Carolina visiting Clemson to participate in the Clemson
home football game experience are more likely to respond “No” as the proposed bid
amount increased. As the bid amount increase one unit, the probability of South Carolina
residents to respond “No” to the CVM question is 42.63%. The highly significant and
negative coefficient on the Age variable implies South Carolina residents visiting
Clemson to participate in the Clemson home football game experience are less willing to
pay (i.e., respond “Yes”) as their age increased. As the age of South Carolina residents
increased one unit, the probability of a “Yes” response to the CVM question is 42.13%.
The Income variable was positive and highly significant suggesting as household income
levels increased, South Carolina residents visiting Clemson to participate in the Clemson
home football game experience are more likely to respond “Yes” to the contingent
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valuation question. As South Carolina resident’s income level increased to the next
category, the probability of a “Yes” response to the CVM question is 46.64%.
Unexpectedly, the highly significant and positive coefficient on the Number of Games
variable indicates South Carolina residents attending Clemson football games are more
willing to pay (i.e., respond “Yes”) as the number of games attended increased. As the
number of games attended increased one unit, the probability of a South Carolina resident
responding “Yes” to the CVM question is 49.69%. Again, this might be explained by the
passion and fervor respondents revealed towards Clemson football. Approximately 87%
of the sample indicated Clemson home football games are either their primary leisure
activity or an important leisure activity. Finally, the moderately significant and positive
coefficient on the Travel Distance variable suggests Clemson football spectators are more
likely to response “Yes” to the contingent valuation question as the number of minutes
from their residence increased. As travel distance increased one unit, the probability of
the respondent answering “Yes” to the CVM question is 42.65%.
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Table 5.32
Results of logistic regression for the reduced, total sample and South Carolina resident
models.
Reduced Model

Total Sample

SC Resident

Coefficient1

Std.
Error

Coefficient1

Std.
Error

Coefficient1

Std.
Error

Bid

-0.003a

0.000

-0.003a

0.000

-0.003a

0.000

Age

--

--

-0.020a

0.007

-0.020b

0.009

Income

--

--

0.149a

0.052

0.162b

0.066

NumberGames

--

--

0.219a

0.039

0.284a

0.050

TravelDistance

--

--

0.002c

0.001

0.001c

0.001

Intercept

1.09

0.113

0.121

0.317

-0.297

0.413

McFadden  2

.1311

Variables

1

0.1705

0.1892

Significance level of .01, .05, and .10 are represented by a, b, and c respectively.

Estimates of Private Consumption Benefits
Total Sample
In order to calculate private consumption benefits (i.e., consumer surplus or net
willingness to pay), the estimated equations are numerically approximated over a range
of values between zero and the maximum bid amount ($1000). For the total sample
model, estimated net willingness to pay (i.e., private consumption benefits) over trip
expenditures is $423.35 per game (Table 5.33). However, the scenario presented to
survey respondents uses trip expenditures as the payment method. Since respondents
indicate being financially responsible for 2.29 people, any additional trip costs incurred
by the respondent would be distributed across the number of people the individual is
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financially responsible for. Following the method used by Fix and Loomis (1998), the
estimate of private consumption benefits derived by individuals visiting Clemson, South
Carolina to participate in the Clemson University home football game experience is
divided by the number of people they are financially responsible for, which results in an
adjusted estimate of $184.87 in private consumption benefits per person per game (Table
5.34). Therefore, when the estimates are recognized as net benefits accrued from the
football game experience, in general, average individuals are willing to pay $184.87 per
game over trip expenditures (i.e., benefit gain worth $184.87). Confidence intervals for
the willingness to pay estimate are calculated using the delta method. For a detailed
explanation of the delta method see Greene (2003) and Hole (2007). The mean WTP and
95% confidence intervals for the total sample are displayed in Table 5.33.
Table 5.33
Mean willingness to pay and 95% confidence intervals for total sample.

Total Sample
WTP

Mean WTP

Std. Error

Lower
Bound

Upper
Bound

$423.35

18.50

$387.09

$459.62

Table 5.34
Per person per game mean willingness to pay and 95% confidence intervals for total
sample.

Total Sample
WTP

Mean WTP

Lower
Bound

Upper
Bound

$184.87

$169.03

$200.70
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South Carolina Resident Sample
For the South Carolina resident sample model, estimated net willingness to pay
(i.e., private consumption benefits) over trip expenditures is $408.51 per game (Table
5.35). Like the total sample model, the contingent valuation scenario presented to South
Carolina resident respondents uses trip expenditures as the payment method. Following
the method used by Fix and Loomis (1998), the estimate of private consumption benefits
are divided by 2.42 (i.e., number of people South Carolina resident respondents are
financially responsible for), resulting in an adjusted estimate of $168.80 in private
consumption benefits per person per game (Table 5.36). Thus, when the values are
understood as net benefits accrued from the football game experiences, the average South
Carolina resident participating in the Clemson University home football game experience
is willing to pay $168.80 per game over trip expenditures (i.e., benefit gain worth
$168.80). Again, confidence intervals for the willingness to pay estimate are calculated
using the delta method. Table 5.34 presents the mean WTP and 95% confidence intervals
for the South Carolina resident sample.
Table 5.35
Mean willingness to pay and 95% confidence intervals for South Carolina
resident sample.

SC Resident
WTP

Mean WTP

Std. Error

Lower
Bound

Upper
Bound

$408.51

20.95

$367.44

$449.59
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Table 5.36
Per person per game mean willingness to pay and 95% confidence intervals for South
Carolina resident sample.

SC Resident

Mean WTP

Lower
Bound

Upper
Bound

$168.80

$151.83

$185.78

WTP

Calculating the aggregate value of private consumption benefits derived by South
Carolina residents visiting Clemson, South Carolina to participate in the Clemson
University home football game experience involves multiplying the total number of
residents that attend games by individual net willingness to pay. During the 2008
Clemson home football schedule, 546,004 individuals attended home games.
Multiplying total attendance by the percentage of survey respondents that are South
Carolina residents (81.9%), results in an estimate of 447,177 South Carolina residents.
Multiplying the number of spectators that were South Carolina residents by the private
consumption benefits derived by these individuals per game produces $75,483,477 in
economic benefits from the Clemson University home football game experience during
the 2008 football season.
Validity and Reliability
A major issue with contingent valuation studies is the validity and reliability of
the method. Loomis and Walsh (1997) indicate the major concern with the validity of
CVM is focused on the ability of the technique to accurately measure the value it is
intended to estimate. Three types of validity are typically evaluated: criterion, content,
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and convergent. Criterion validity evaluates estimates from the contingent valuation
method to a measurement from an external source. For this study, no test was performed
to compare cash transactions with contingent valuation estimates. However, Bishop and
Heberlein (1979) performed an evaluation of CVM estimates and cash transactions with
results indicating estimates from CVM are similar to cash transactions.

Content validity

is concern with determining whether components in the design of the contingent
valuation survey and data analyses are in line with economic theory and established
practices. Results from the analysis support content validity because estimated
coefficients demonstrated consistency with economic theory, and data analyses adhered
to established practices. Convergent validity evaluates whether estimates provided by the
contingent valuation method is similar to estimates provided by a different nonmarket
valuation technique. Convergent validity cannot be supported because a different
nonmarket valuation technique was not implemented to test for this type of validity.
However, Bishop and Heberlein (1979) indicate estimates from CVM are typically lower
than estimates derived by the travel cost method.
Reliability of contingent valuation studies evaluates the ability of the method to
produce consistent estimates over time and space (Boyle, 2003). Assessing the reliability
of contingent valuation studies is usually evaluated with the test-retest method (Loomis,
1990). Since this is the first application of CVM to estimate the private consumption
benefits of a sporting event, a comparison to other studies is impossible. However, a
review of existing literature on the contingent valuation method seems to espouse that
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estimates derived from this method are reliable (Boyle, 2003; Chambers et al., 1998;
Carson et al., 1997; Stevens et al., 1994; Loomis, 1990; Reiling et al., 1990).
Summary
This chapter summarized the descriptive findings from the study. In addition,
results from the logistic regression analysis and willingness to pay estimation were
presented.
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CHAPTER VI
CONCLUSION

Introduction
The purpose of this chapter is to discuss the findings of the research and
associated implications of the findings. The chapter is segmented into six sections. First,
the results from the contingent valuation analysis are used to answer the study’s research
questions. Second, the need to evaluate private consumption benefits of sport teams and
events is discussed. Third, the various managerial implications of the findings are
presented. Fourth, the validity and reliability of the results are discussed. Fifth, study
limitations are presented. Sixth, recommendations for future research are made.
Answering Research Questions
The purpose of this research is to estimate the private consumption benefits
derived by individuals visiting Clemson, South Carolina to participate in the Clemson
University home football game experience. Private consumption benefits arise when the
amount an individual is willing to pay to attend a sporting event is greater than their
actual trip expenditures. In this study, the private consumption benefits derived by
individuals are composed of the total experience of visiting Clemson for the purpose of
participating in the Clemson University home football game experience. This total
experience includes: watching the sport competition, the tailgating experience, visiting
friends and relatives at other tailgating locations, walking around campus visiting
nostalgic sites, watching the “Tiger Walk,” strolling downtown Clemson before and after
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the game and frequenting local establishments, and participating in activities related to
the game day experience.
Results from the contingent valuation analysis reveal individuals visiting
Clemson, South Carolina for a Clemson University home football game derive a large
amount of benefits (i.e., consumer surplus). Research question one focused on all
individuals visiting Clemson for a home football game. The question asked the amount
of private consumption benefits derived by individuals visiting Clemson, South Carolina
to participate in the Clemson University home football game experience. Findings from
the CVM analysis indicate the amount of per person per game private consumption
benefits derived by individuals participating in the Clemson University home football
game experience is $184.87.
Research questions two and three focused on South Carolina residents visiting
Clemson, South Carolina to participate in the Clemson University home football game
experience. Research question two asked the amount of private consumption benefits
derived by South Carolina residents visiting Clemson for a home football game. Results
from the analysis reveal South Carolina residents derive $168.80 per person per game in
private consumption benefits from visiting Clemson for a Clemson home football game.
Research question three posed the question of the aggregate value of private consumption
benefits derived by South Carolina residents visiting Clemson, South Carolina to
participate in the Clemson University home football game experience. Findings from the
analysis indicate that South Carolina residents derive $75 million in private consumption
benefits from trips to Clemson for home football games during the 2008 football season.
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One of the purposes of this research was to determine whether the private
consumption benefits derived by South Carolina residents would justify the utilization of
public subsides to support the construction and/or renovation of a university sport
facility. In 1997, Clemson University began the West End Zone initiative which would
enclose the west end zone of Memorial Stadium, add new luxury boxes and club seating,
renovate and expand locker rooms, training rooms, and equipment rooms, move coaches’
offices, meeting rooms, and administrative spaces to Memorial stadium, and improve
strength and conditioning areas. Construction of the West End Zone project began in
2004 and is expected to end in 2010. The total cost of the project is anticipated to be
approximately $63 million with the majority of the funding coming from private sources.
The Clemson Athletic Department intends to issue approximately $9 million in state
supported Athletic Revenue Bonds to cover the remainder of the costs.
The question is whether the private consumption benefits derived by South
Carolina residents visiting Clemson for home football games would justify the utilization
of public subsidies. The estimated aggregate value of private consumption benefits
derived by South Carolina residents visiting Clemson to participate in the Clemson
University home football game experience is over $75 million. This estimate is for one
season, the 2008 football season. Since the anticipated total cost of the West End Zone
project is approximately $63 million and the Athletic Department is only issuing $9
million in state supported Athletic Revenue Bonds, the results suggest the private
consumption benefits derived by state residents would support the use of public
subsidies.
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Why Private Consumption Benefits?
While academic researchers agree the justification for public subsidies based on
the economic impact argument is not convincing (Baade, 1996; Coates & Humphreys,
1999; Noll & Zimbalist, 1997; Rosentraub, 1994; Seigfried & Zimbalist, 2000), these
same researchers purport the existence of other economic contributions of sporting teams
and facilities. The issue is very little research has been conducted to measure or estimate
these other economic contributions. Carlsen, Getz, and Soutar (2001) state “This is the
area in need of most conceptual thought and development of new measures that may be
drawn from other disciplines such as economics” (p. 254).
Utilizing the contingent valuation method to estimate the private consumption
benefits of sporting teams and facilities accomplishes two objectives. First, researchers
are able to estimate or measure a type of consumption benefit produced by a sporting
event which has been neglected in past research (i.e., private consumption benefits).
Second, a new technique to measure or estimate private consumption benefits of sport
teams and facilities was introduced (i.e., contingent valuation method).
Evaluating the private consumption benefits of sport teams and facilities has been
identified as an important value that requires attention (Walker & Mondello, 2007;
Alexander et al., 2000; Irani, 1997). Mules and Dwyer (2005) suggest the economic
valuation of sporting events should shift towards a cost benefit framework and away from
economic impact analysis. In a cost benefit analysis of a sporting event, researchers need
an estimate the private and public consumption benefits (Mules & Dwyer, 2005). Irani
(1997) indicates that previous cost benefit analyses of sport teams and facilities excluded
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private consumption benefits. With minimal research focusing on the estimation of
private consumption benefits, the estimation of these benefits along with the introduction
of a new technique to estimate these values seems necessary.
Implications
Estimating the private consumption benefits derived by individuals participating
in the college football game experience provides several implications. First, an estimate
of private consumption benefits can be used to justify the utilization of public subsidies.
When university athletic departments or professional sport franchises are considering
construction projects, estimating the private consumption benefits derived by spectators
is a valuable piece of information use to determine the total economic value of the sport
team and/or facility (Barget & Gouguet, 2007).
Similarly, when governments are presented requests by university athletic
departments and/or professional sport franchises for public subsidies, they can use an
estimate of the private consumption benefits derived by residents attending games in the
evaluation process. Using private consumption benefits provides a more conservative
estimate compared to the use of economic impact studies and estimates of public
consumption benefits. Researchers have identified the numerous methodological flaws
with economic impact studies, and how these studies usually overestimate the true impact
of a sport team or facility (Seigfried & Zimbalist, 2000; Baade, 1996; Crompton, 1995).
When estimating the public consumption benefits, researchers look at the benefits derived
from all residents of the local area, regardless of whether they attend games or not.
Private consumption benefits focus on the benefits derived by individuals attending sport
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competitions. As previously mentioned, if governments adhere to the benefit principle of
taxation, then decisions regarding public subsidies should focus on private consumption
benefits.
Another implication is estimating the private consumption benefits derived by
spectators provide sport team administrators with an estimate of spectators’ willingness
to pay. University athletic departments and professional sport franchises can use these
estimates in decisions regarding price increases or the affect of a price increase on
demand. If results indicate spectators derive a significant level of private consumption
benefits, then sport team administrators can use the results to justify a price increase.
However, sport team administrators should not use these results in isolation when making
decision about price increases. For example, in the current study, respondents strongly
disagree with a statement that the price of food and beverages at concessions is fair. If
Clemson University’s Athletic Department used the results of this study to justify a price
increase in concessions, spectators attending Clemson home football games may
demonstrate a strong opposition to the increase.
Coughlin and Erekson (1984) provide another use of an estimate of private
consumption benefits. These researchers imply private consumption benefits derived
from attendance at sporting events is “a key source for athletic contributions” (p. 182).
Coughlin and Erekson (1984) purport a measure of private consumption benefits provides
an estimate of the potential donations available to athletic departments.
This study also provides an estimate of the value individuals place on a trip to
Clemson, South Carolina to participate in the Clemson University home football game
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experience. Before this study, no research had been performed to estimate the value
individuals derive from a recreational trip to attend a sport competition. Results indicate
individuals visiting Clemson, South Carolina to participate in the Clemson University
home football game experience derive a significant amount of benefits from the trip.
This research demonstrates the importance of sport competitions as a leisure activity for
many individuals.
Another important implication of this research is the introduction of the
contingent valuation method to estimate the use value (i.e., private consumption benefits)
of sport teams and facilities. Previous research focused on measuring the private
consumption benefits of sport teams used information on ticket sales and attendance to
derive a value of benefits. These studies supplied an estimate of private consumption
benefits of sport event attendance, but neglected other aspects of a trip to attend a sport
competition. Considering college football, a large part of the experience is tailgating
before and after the game, nostalgic characteristics of the visiting the college campus and
town, and socializing with friends and relatives. This study demonstrates how the
contingent valuation method can be used by researchers to estimate the private
consumption benefits derived by spectators attending sport competition.
Finally, this study adds to the limited research on the economic contributions of
college athletics. Most of the previous research on the economic evaluation of sports has
focused on professional sport franchises. As college athletics continues to expand, new
research streams and new techniques will be required to properly evaluate the total
economic value of college athletics.
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Limitations
While the dissertation results indicate individuals visiting Clemson, South
Carolina to participate in the Clemson University home football game experience derive a
large amount of benefits, several limitations should be mentioned. The first limitation is
the hypothetical bias associated with the contingent valuation method. Previous
researchers suggest that asking hypothetical questions result in a hypothetical answer.
However, Bateman and Willis (1999) indicate much of the criticism about the
hypothetical bias of contingent valuation studies is focused on the measurement of nonuse values. These researchers purport practitioners have confidence in the results of
CVM studies that estimate the use value of a recreation opportunity. In addition, Walker
and Mondello (2007) imply the hypothetical bias of CVM studies is not as much of an
issue when estimating the use value of a sporting event. Empirical applications
evaluating the criterion validity of contingent valuation studies that estimate the use value
of a good or service support these proclamations (Kealy et al., 1988; Dickie et al., 1987;
Bishop et al., 1983; Bishop & Heberlein, 1979).
Another limitation is the issue of endogenous stratification. Endogenous
stratification is related to the likelihood that individuals who attend more games are more
likely to be selected to participate in the study. Although this is a limitation, the author
implemented strategies to reduce the potential of endogenous stratification. Results from
the sampling strategy indicate the proportion of individuals included in the research study
resemble the proportion of different types of tickets sold. The percentage of season ticket
holders and single game ticket users in the study is similar to the percentage of season
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ticket holders and single game ticket holders provided by the Clemson Athletic
Department.
Finally, a limitation of the research study is the minimal difference between the
respondents to the initial study and the non-response check. The only difference between
the two groups was non-response respondents had a slightly higher percentage of nonSouth Carolina residents. Since the main purpose of the study was to identify the private
consumption benefits of South Carolina residents participating in the Clemson University
home football game experience, this difference should have a small affect on the results
of the analysis.
Future Research
The current study should be viewed as a starting point for estimating the private
consumption benefits derived by individuals attending college football games. The
author has identified several areas for future research. First, the contingent valuation
method should be utilized to estimate the private consumption benefits at other university
football games, as well as professional football events. In addition, this study should be
performed again on visitors to Clemson for home football games. This would assist in
demonstrating the reliability of CVM in estimating the private consumption benefits.
Similarly, CVM could be used at various types of amateur sporting events to
determine individuals’ willingness to pay for these events. This would provide a value of
the benefits received from sport competition attendance, and may assist supporters of
these events in obtaining public funds. Additionally, event organizers could use the
information to determine the feasibility of charging an admission fee or price increases.
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An additional future research recommendation is measuring the private
consumption benefits derived by various groups attending sporting events. In the college
athletics domain, an interesting question would be whether individuals in college booster
clubs derive a higher level of private consumption benefits compared to individuals not
involved in these associations. Individuals involved in these booster clubs pay a
premium to be associated with the club and for better seat and parking assignments. In
the professional and college domain, another interesting question would be whether
individuals with varying degrees of fan loyalty derive different levels of private
consumption benefits.
Another future research recommendation is measuring the public consumption
benefits produced by college athletics. The problem of estimating the public
consumption benefits of college teams is identified by Johnson and Whitehead (2000).
These researchers indicate college sport teams are place bound by nature, meaning there
is no chance a team will move and relocate to a different city or region. Typically, when
researchers estimate the public consumption benefits of a team, they use the threat of a
team leaving the area and relocating to a different city. The difficulty of measuring the
public consumption benefits of college sport teams is constructing a believable
contingent valuation scenario to present respondents.
Finally, future research focusing on the evaluation of sport teams and facilities
should conduct a cost benefit analysis which includes private and public consumption
benefits. Researchers suggest the economic evaluation of sport teams should shift away
from economic impact studies and towards cost benefit analysis. The issue with past
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studies indicate cost benefit analysis of sport teams have neglected the private
consumption benefits. Future cost benefit analysis of sport teams and facilities should
include both measures.
Summary
This chapter summarized the findings of this dissertation and discussed
implications of the findings. Limitations of the study are discussed and recommendations
for future research are presented.
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APPENDIX A
Initial Email Sent to Clemson Football Study Participants
To: [Email]
From: Researcher’s email address
Subject: Clemson Football Spectator Study
Body: The Department of Parks, Recreation and Tourism Management at Clemson
University and the Clemson Athletic Department are conducting a study about
the motivations, behaviors, and satisfaction of spectators attending home
football games. You have been selected to participate in this study because
your opinions will provide valuable information to the Clemson Athletic
Department.
Your participation will involve answering several questions about your
experiences at Clemson football games. The information you and others
provide will be used to improve your experiences at Clemson football games.
Below is a link to the questionnaire. The amount of time required to complete
the questionnaire is approximately 10 minutes. Please click on the link, and
you will go directly to the questionnaire.
Here is the link to the questionnaire:
http://www.surveymonkey.com/s.aspx
This link is uniquely tied to this survey and your email address, please do not
forward this message.

Thanks for your participation!

Please note: If you do not wish to receive further emails from us, please click
the link below, and you will be automatically removed from our mailing list.
http://www.surveymonkey.com/optout.aspx

120

APPENDIX B
Follow Up Email Sent to Clemson Football Study Participants
To: [Email]
From: Researcher’s email address
Subject: Clemson Football Spectator Study
Body: The Department of Parks, Recreation and Tourism Management at Clemson
University and the Clemson Athletic Department are conducting a study about
the motivations, behaviors, and satisfaction of spectators attending home
football games. You have been selected to participate in this study because
your opinions will provide valuable information to the Clemson Athletic
Department.
Your participation will involve answering several questions about your
experiences at Clemson football games. The information you and others
provide will be used to improve your experiences at Clemson football games.
The amount of time required to complete the questionnaire is approximately
10 minutes.
If you have already completed the questionnaire, please accept our thanks. If
not, below is a link to the questionnaire. Please click on the link, and you will
go directly to the questionnaire.
Here is the link to the questionnaire:
http://www.surveymonkey.com/s.aspx
This link is uniquely tied to this survey and your email address, please do not
forward this message.

Thanks for your participation!

Please note: If you do not wish to receive further emails from us, please click
the link below, and you will be automatically removed from our mailing list.
http://www.surveymonkey.com/optout.aspx

121

APPENDIX C
Clemson Football Study Questionnaire (Paper and Pen Version)
2008 CLEMSON TIGER FOOTBALL
SPECTATOR SURVEY
Section 1. Please consider your experiences on your most recent trip to a Clemson football game.
1. How many Clemson home football games will you attend this season? (7 home games) _________
2. How many Clemson home football games did you attend last season?

_____________

3. Including this year, how many years have you been attending Clemson home football games? ______
4. Did you physically enter Memorial Stadium to watch the Clemson football game?
5. Are you a student of Clemson University?

 Yes (Skip to question 12)

6. Are you a South Carolina Resident?

 Yes

 Yes  No
 No

 No (Skip to question 8)

7. Are you a permanent resident of Pickens, Oconee, or Anderson County?
 Yes (Skip to question 12)  No
8. Was the Clemson football game the only reason you visited Clemson today?  Yes
9.

 No

Will you be staying overnight in Pickens, Oconee, or Anderson County?
 Yes

 No (Skip to question 12)

10. How many days will you be away from home on this trip to Clemson? _______________
11. What type of accommodations are you using? (Please check only one)
 Hotel/Motel
 Campground

 Condo
 RV/Camper

 Friends or Relatives
 I own a house in the area
 Other, Please specify: ____________________

12. Including yourself, how many people were in your party? ___________
Including yourself, how many people in your party were you financially responsible for? _______
13. What type of group did you travel with to the Clemson football game? (Please check only one)
 By yourself
 Family and friends together
 Other __________________

 Family
 Friends
 Club/organization

14. Approximately, how many minutes did it take you to get to Memorial Stadium from your residence?
___________
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15. If you were unable to attend Clemson home football games because the travel distance was too far
and/or due to financial constraints, what would you do?
 Attend a different college football game
 Attend a professional football game
 I would not substitute another football game for a Clemson football game
 Other, please specify: _______________________________
Section 2. Questions 16 and 17 deal with the expenses you incurred while traveling to and visiting
Clemson for a football game. When answering the following two questions, carefully read the question and
consider your most recent trip to a Clemson home football game.
16. From the time you left your home until you returned, how much did you spend in total during your
visit to the Clemson football game in the following categories?

How much $
Restaurants and drinking places .......................................................
Grocery stores ..................................................................................
Hotel/motel/other lodging ................................................................
Game tickets (if season ticket holder,
please provide a per game price)...................................................
Concessions in Memorial Stadium...................................................
Auto (e.g., gas) .................................................................................
Other transportation (e.g., plane)......................................................

17. While visiting Clemson for the football game, how much did you spend in Pickens, Oconee, and/or
Anderson County in the following categories?
How much $?
Grocery stores, clothing, gifts, other retail........................................
Restaurants and drinking places........................................................
Hotel/motel/other lodging.................................................................
Recreational activities (e.g., golf, fishing, etc) .................................
Entertainment (e.g., music, movies, etc)...........................................
Auto (e.g., gas, service, etc)..............................................................
Other, describe __________________________ .............................
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Section 3. Attendance Information
18. Are you a fan of ………
 Clemson University

 Opposing Team

 Do not care

19. What type of ticket did you use to enter the Clemson football game……………
 Single game ticket (Skip to question 22)
 Season ticket
 I did not enter the game (Skip to question 22)
20. Are you an IPTAY member?
 Yes

 No (Skip to question 22)

21. What is your IPTAY level?
 Heisman  Fike
 Tiger

 McFadden

 Champion

 IPTAY

 Orange

 Howard
 Collegiate

22. Approximately how many Clemson football home games do you expect to attend next season?
0

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

23. If the cost of goods and services (e.g., gas, food, lodging, tailgating supplies, etc.) associated with a
trip to a Clemson home football game were to increase, causing the trip to Clemson for a football game to
cost $________ more than your most recent trip, would you still attend the Clemson home football game?
 Yes

 No

24. Why did you answer NO to the previous question? Please choose the most important reason listed
below.
 I cannot afford higher trip costs at this time.
 The amount you are asking us to pay is too high.
 I believe the costs associated with attending a Clemson home football game are
already too high.
 There are many other activities to participate in besides attending a Clemson home football
game.
 Other (please specify) __________________________________________________
Section 4. Demographics
25. How old are you? __________
26. Gender:

 Male

 Female

27. Which of the following best describes the highest level of education you have completed?
 Some high school or less
 College graduate

 High school graduate
 Post graduate school
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 Some college/technical school

28. What is your Zip Code? ________________________

29. Please select the category that best represents your annual household income?
 < $20,000
 $60,000 – 79,999
 $120,000 and above
 $20,000 – 39,999
 $80,000 – 99,999
 $40,000 – 59,999
 $100,000 – 119,999

30. Is there anything else you would like to share with us?
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APPENDIX D
Email Sent to Non-Response Participants
To: [Email]
From: Researcher’s email address
Subject: Clemson Football
Body: The Department of Parks, Recreation and Tourism Management at Clemson
University and the Clemson Athletic Department are conducting a study about
spectators attending Clemson home football games. You have been selected to
participate in this study because your opinions will provide valuable
information to the Clemson Athletic Department.
Your participation will involve answering nine questions about you and your
visit(s) to Clemson home football games. If you complete the following
questionnaire, your name will be entered into a drawing to win an autographed
football by Coach Swinney.
Below is a link to the questionnaire. The amount of time required to complete
the questionnaire is approximately 3 minutes. Please click on the link, and you
will go directly to the questionnaire.
Here is the link to the questionnaire:
http://www.surveymonkey.com/s.aspx
This link is uniquely tied to this survey and your email address, please do not
forward this message.

Thanks for your participation!

Please note: If you do not wish to receive further emails from us, please click
the link below, and you will be automatically removed from our mailing list.
http://www.surveymonkey.com/optout.aspx
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APPENDIX E
Non-Response Questionnaire (Paper and Pen Version)
1. How many Clemson home football games did you attend this season? (7 home games) ___________
2. Are you a South Carolina resident?

 Yes

 No

3. Approximately, how many minutes does it take you to get to Memorial Stadium from your residence?
___________
4. On your most recent visit to Clemson for a football game, what type of ticket did you use to enter the
game……………
 Single game ticket

 Season ticket

 I did not enter the game

5. How old are you? __________
6. Gender:  Male

 Female

7. Please select the category that best represents your annual household income?
 < $20,000
 $60,000 – 79,999
 $120,000 and above
 $20,000 – 39,999
 $80,000 – 99,999
 $40,000 – 59,999
 $100,000 – 119,999
8. What is your zip code? __________
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